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Insurance Agency. 


WE UNDERSTAND that a proposal is on foot for placing legis- 
lative restriction on the employment of insurance agents. It 
emanates from the recently formed Corporation of Insurance 
Agents and Brokers, and a draft Bill has been prepared for 
establishing a system of registration of agents. A council is to 
be created consisting of nine persons: three appointed by the 
Board of Trade after consultation with insurance companies ; 
three appointed by the Committee of Lloyd’s ; and three by the 
corporation just referred to. No person will be at liberty, under 
a penalty up to £50, and £5 per day during continuance of the 
offence, to act as an insurance agent unless he has received a 
certificate from the council, and such certificates can only be 
given to members of the insurance agents section of the 
corporation, or to persons regularly employed as agents by the 
insurance companies. An uneertificated person who acts as 
agent, in addition to being liable to penalties, will forfeit his 
commission ; while, as a further precaution, the insurance com- 
panies will be prohibited under penalties from allowing any 
rebate on premiums or other advantages except to a certifi- 
cated agent. Thus solicitors, who frequently find it a 
convenience to their clients to act as agents for insurance 
business, will be debarred from doing so unless they 
become members of the insurance agents section of the Corpora- 
tion of Insurance Brokers and Agents, and obtain a certificate 
from the Registration Council. The registration fee is to be £1 
per annum, but this is to be payable in respect of each separate 
agency. It is unnecessary to pursue the subject in further 
detail, because the Bill has not yet been introduced, and it is not 
a measure which is likely to find rapid passage through 
Parliament, The scheme may very well be in the interest of 
brokers, but at present we are not aware what public advantage 
will be attained. The only class of insurance business which 
requires special expert knowledge is marine insurance, and this 
has been for years in the hands of brokers exclusively devoted to 
it. Other classes of business are, as we have said, conveniently 
associated with the work of a solicitor’s office, and we are not 
aware of any reason for interfering with the arrangement. We 
imagine that it will not be easy to persuade Parliament to 
penalize the arrangement of insurances as part of the ordinary 
course of business. 


The Income Tax—Then and Now. 


“THE GENERAL Views of [the] Government with respect to the 
income tax are these: that it is an engine of gigantic power for great 
national purposes ; but at the same time that there are circum- 
stances attending its operation which make it difficult, perhaps 
impossible, at any rate, in our opinion not desirable, to maintain 
it as a portion of the permanent and ordinary finances of the 
country. The public feeling of its inequality is a fact most im- 
portant in itself. The inquisition it entails is a most serious 
disadvantage. And the frauds to which it leads are an evil which 
it is not possible to characterize in terms too strong.” Needless 
to say, this is not a quotation from Mr. LLoyp Grorcr’s Budget 
speech on Monday ; it is an extract from a speech of a not unil- 
lustrious predecessor—Mr.GLADsTONE, on the 18th of April, 1853. 
But /empora mutantur, and since the income tax is permanent, and 
is becoming a rapidly increasing burden, the long-deferred task 
of simplifying and adjusting its provisions should be speedily 
taken in hand. This was admitted by the Prime Minister in his 
speech at Oldham last December, though he did not profess to 
bind anyone except himself. By way of contrast with Mr. GLAp- 
STONE sixty years ago we may quote what Mr. AsQuitH said in 
1913 :—* Now that the income tax is recognized as a permanent 
part of our fiscal arrangements, I am growingly of opinion that 
the time has come for a complete re-examination in all directions, 
both downwards and upwards, of the whole system of exemption, 
of abatement, and of graduation which has grown up in the most 
haphazard fashion, and which might well be replaced by pro- 
visions which should make the tax both wider and more equitable 
in its incidence, and more productive in its yield.” But we pre- 
sume that the legislative time of the present year is too heavily 
incumbered for anything in this direction to be done at present. 


The Death Duties and Settlement Estate Duty. 


IN ADDITION to the increase in the income tax, except for 
earned incomes below £1,000, there is to be a notable addition to 
the estate duty on the larger estates. At present the graduated 
scale reaches 7 per cent. for estates from £40,000 to £70,000, and 
rises to a maximum of 15 per cent. when £1,000,000 is reached. 
At £60,000 there is to be an additional 1 per cent., and the 
maximum for a million is raised to 20 per cent. Underneath 
this large levy there are questions of the fairness of its incidence 
between different beneficiaries—for this the lawyer must provide 
as far ashe can in settling wills—and of its economic effect, which 
is beyond our province. Though we have never grasped the 
finance of taking each year great slices of private capital and 
turning it into income for public purposes. The estimate of 
receipts for stamps is £9,900,000, and we wish there was 
some hint of moderating the ad vulorem duty now payable on 
sales, and the voluntary conveyance duty which came in 
in 1910. The latter, as most practitioners know, has 
introduced great difficulty in carrying out many family 
arrangements. But the most questionable point, no doubt, 
is the proposed abolition of the Settlement Estate Duty. 
This has hitherto been some protection against property being too 
soon eaten up by successive payments of estate duty, and the 
reason for dropping so suddenly the policy of the Finance Act, 
1894, requires more explanation than was given to it by the 
Chancellor of the Exchequer. On the other hand, there is to be 
gome remission as regards realty and _ stock-in-trade where 
deaths of owners follow in rapid succession. The Budget as a 
whole—including its proposals as to local finance, which we have 
not touched—is a big task to take in hand under the special 
circumstances of the present session; and there is, too, the 
Revenue Bill which was heid over last year. 


The Ulster Question. 


WE ARE indebted to “A London Solicitor "—our correspon- 
dent, whether by accident or design does not further reveal his 
identity—for a criticism of our reference last week to the recert 
“gun-running” incident in Ulster. We appreciate the motive 
which prompted his letter, but, with deference, we suggest 
to him that the maintenance of the supremacy of the executive 
and legislative parts of the Government is no question of 
temporary political consideration, but a subject of permanent 
and transcendant constitutional importance, and as such we have 
endeavoured to treat it. We have, of course, no direct influence 
in the matter, but our readers are a very influential body in the 
community, and are specially fitted to exercise a sound judg- 
ment. We have little doubt that we shall carry them with us 
in saying that, if conflicting sentiments and interests cannot be 
harmonised by mutual forbearance and concession, the issue 
must in the last resort be determined by Parliament, and by 
Parliament only. 


»” 


The Criminal Justice Administration Bill. 


SOME INTERESTING correspondence has taken place in the 
public press with reference to the Bill for the better administra- 
tion of criminal justice recently introduced by the Home Secretary. 
[ts primary object is to restrict the imposition of imprisonment 
in cases where it is unnecessary, partly by allowing time for the 
payment of fines, and partly by other alterations of penal 
procedure, and we notice that in the Select Committee on the 
Bill our suggestion that the restriction to fines of less than 40s. 
should be struck out has been adopted. But in addition to this, 
a number of other changes which, for one reason or another, are 
deemed necessary have been inserted. Some of these have led to 
a great deal of press criticism; thus sub-clause -(1) of clause 4 
permits a person convicted of a criminal offence and sentenced to 
pay a fine to ba searched by order of the court, and any money 
found upon him or her may be applied towards payment of the 
fine. This, however, seems desirable in order to minimize so far 
as possible the opportunities of exploiting the criminal law for 
purposes of political martyrdom at present afforded to persons 
who commit wilful damage with the intention of going to prison, 
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and in order to attain that end refuse to pay the fino 
imposed upon them. The new power applies only to 
persons convicted of criminal offences, not to persons 
imprisoned in default of distress for non-payment of rates, 
as is the case with passive resisters. Again clause 13 provides 
for detention of prisoners sentenced to four days’ imprisonment 
in police-cells at police stations, which are under the control of 
the local police authority, instead of in prisons which by section 5 
of the Prisoners Act, 1877, are vested in the Home Secretary and 
placed under his control. The prison rules made by the 
Home Secretary do not apply to police-cells ; hence it 
is suggested that the benefits of hygienic treatment secured 
to prisoners under its rules will not extend to persons 
confined in police-cells; they will be at ‘the mercy of any 
reactionary or careless local police authority. But sub-clause 
(4) expressly provides that regulations are to be made for these 
police.cells, and the police-cells cannot be used for the purpose 
in question unless certified as suitable. Again, much objection 
is raised against clause 14 which confers on summary jurisdiction 
courts power to try cases of malicious damage to property not 
exceeding £20 in value, instead of £5 as at present. But it con- 
fers on the justices no power to inflict a more severe sentence 
than can at present be passed by them when the value is less 
than £5 ; so it is not casy to see what possible grievance the 
accused ean have. 


Surgical Operations. 


THERE IS one point, however, on which the Bill does require 
careful consideration in Parliament. Sub-clause (6) of clause 17 
appears to confer on the Home Secretary power to authorize the 
removal Of a prisoner to a hospital for the performance of a 
surgical operation deemed necessary by the prison authorities, 
which cannot be performed in the prison infirmary. It contains 
no provision requiring the consent of the prisoner to the perform- 
ance of such operation. It is contended by the Home Offce, in a 
letter addressed to the Press, that this provision confers no new 
power upon the Home Secretary, and the letter is drafted with 
great ingenuity, so as to avoid stating whether or not the Home 
Secretary at present possesses this power. As a matter of fact 
there is at present no statutory power conferred upon the Home 
Secretary which gives him this right ; but the prison rules assume 
that he possesses it, and rule 173 provides that no prison medical 
officer, except in cases of urgency, is to perform a serious surgical 
operation on a prisoner without consulting a second medical man, 
and obtaining his agreement as to its necessity. As a matter of 
fact the Home Secretary, in whom all common law powers of 
the Crown, acting on the advice of a Secretary of State, over 
the person of prisoners are vested by section 5 of the Prisons 
Act, 1877, appears to have possessed at common law three different 
rights over the corpus of a person undergoing sentence, in addition, 
of course, to the right of detaining him in prison. The first of 
these rights is that of inflicting corporal punishment ; this is 
recognized |»y the Prisons Acts in the case of males, and restricted 
by section 5 of the Prisoners Act, 1898, to certain special cases 
provided for in that section ; it can only be inflicted on the order 
of aboard of visitors or visiting committee, confirmed by the 
Home Secretary, and only for mutiny, incitement to mutiny, or 
gross personal violence to an officer or servant of the prison. 
The: second of these rights is that of inflicting a 
“painful test” for the purposes of detecting malingering; 
this right is also recognized by statute and conferred on the 
medical officer, subject to confirmation of the visiting committee 
or a prison commissioner, by section 42 of the Prisons Act, 1877. 
The third right, that of performing a surgical operation, if it exists 
at all, seems to be an incident of a gaoler’s common law duty to 
preserve the life of his prisoner for the King—a duty recognized 
by the King’s Bench Division in the celebrated forcible feeding 
case: Leigh v. Gladstone (1909, 26 T. L. R. 139). It should be 
noted that, even if a medical officer or prison governor exceeds 
his common law rights or statutory rights over the person of a 
prisoner, no action lies against the Home Secretary ; he acts in 
the name of the Crown, so that the maxim, “ The King can do no 
wrong,” applies to the case. Also, the prison officials are his 
subordinate officers under the Crown, not his servants, but his 





fellow-servants of the King, so that respondeat superior has no 
application to the case: Rex v. Morton Brown, Ex parte Ainsworth 
(1909, 74 J. P. 53). Assuming that the right to order a surgical 
operation does inhere as a common law right in the Home Secre- 
tary, it certainly seems desirable that it should not be left in 
its present vague and far-reaching form. Like the right to infl'ct 
corporal punishment, and the right to inflict a painful test for 
nialingering, it should be defined by statute and fenced round with 
safeguards for the prisoner’s protection. The new Bill affords an 
excellent opportunity of doing this by way of amendment, and 
should be utilized for this purpose by the House of Commons. 


Judgment Provisionally Written by Judge. 


THE PROPRIETORS ot a Scotch newspaper who had been con 
victed at Dundee under the Betting Act, 1853 (16 & 17 Vict. 
c. 119), s. 1, appealed on the ground that the sheriff before 
whom the case was tried had, on delivering judgment, used notes 
for his opinion which had been prepared before he had heard 
counsel for the accused. The statement of the sheriff on this 
matter was as follows: “In giving judgment I delivered an 
opinion, most of which had been written, setting furth the grounds 
in law and fact upon which I proceeded. The said opinion, so far 
as it dealt with the state of the law which I should have to apply 
in disposing of the complaint had been provisionally written by 
me in Edinburgh previous to the trial ; in and so far as it dealt with 
the facts was written by me during an adjournment for lunch 
— after the proof had been taken, and after I had 
heard counsel for the complainants, but before I had heard counsel 
for the appellants, and was a summary from the notes of the 
whole evidence of the material facts brought out in the proof, and 
my view’ of their effect in law. I gave close and carefu'! attention 
to the arguments of counsel on both sides, but could find no 
reason to modify, as I should certainly have done, had new light 
been thrown upon the law or the facts, the conclusions I had 
provisionally arrived at, either as to the application of the law or 
as to the result of the proof. Whilst I substantially used the 
notes prepared at the adjournment, I did not in all respects 
adhere verbally to them, and would have expressed myself other- 
wise had I seen any occasion to do so.” One of the questions on 
the appeal was whether the defendants had been prejudiced by 
the sheriff provisionally informing himself beforehand on the law. 
The High Court of Justiciary, to which the appeal was brought, 
had no difficulty in holding that the appellants were in no way 
prejudiced by the action of the sheriff. English judges, who pay 
particular attention to certain branches of the law and take part 
in bringing out editions of leading text books, would be somewhat 
surprised if a similar objection were argued before them. 


Sale of Goodwill under Deed of Assignment. 


It HAS been held by WARRINGTON, J,, in Green & Sons (North- 
ampton) ( Ltd.) v. Morris (ante, p. 398 ; 1914, 1 Ch. 262) that, where 
a debtor has executed a deed of assignment, and the goodwill 
of his business has been sold by the trustee, the debtor is not 
precluded from soliciting his old customers; the learned judge 
applied, that is, the rule as to a sale in bankruptcy to a sale 
under a deed of assignment. The ordinary rule as to sale of a 
goodwill of a business was laid down by Lord RomiLty, 
M.R., in Labouchere v. Dawson (L. R. 13 Eq. 222), and after being 
overruled for a time by Pearson v. Pearson (27 Ch. D. 145), was 
re-established by the House of Lords in Trego v. Hunt (1896, 
A.C. 7). The purchaser of a business usually protects himself 
by taking a covenant from the vendor against entering into a 
competing business: in the absence of such a covenant, the 
vendor can at once set up a rival business and can appeal to the 
public generally, but he cannot specifically appeal to his former 
customers. In Walker v. Mottram (19 Ch. D. 355) the Court of 
Appeal held that the rule in Labouchere v. Dawson—assuming it to 
be correct—did not apply to a compulsory alienation: and con- 
sequently did not apply where the goodwill had been sold by a 
trustee in bankruptcy ; and in the present case WARRINGTON, 
J., observed that there was no rational distinction between a 
sale in bankruptey and a sale under a deed of arrangement. 
“ A man by divesting himself of his property under such cir 
cumstances as those in this case does not thereby constitute the 
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relation of vendor and purchaser between himself and the ulti- 
mate purchaser of the property.” This seems, however, 
to go beyond Walker v. Mottram. The deed of assignment 
is in fact the voluntary act of the debtor, and the trustee is 
appointed to realize the assets, in effect for the debtor's benefit. 
This comes very near to a sale by the debtor himself, and the 
decision is, perhaps, not altogether satisfactory. 


Solicitation of Professional Employment. 


By CANON 27 of the American Bar Association “the publica- 
tion or circulation of ordinary simple business cards being a 
matter of personal taste or local custom, and sometimes of con- 
venience, is not per se improper. But solicitation of business by 
circulars or advertisements, or by personal communications or 
interviews, not warranted by personal relations, is unprofessional. 
This canon was referred to by the committee on Professional 
Ethies of the New York County Lawyers Association in a case 
where it became necessary for them to consider the following 
letter: “ Dear Sir,—In the course of your practice you occasion- 
ally are retained to prosecute actions to recover damages for 
injuries sustained through negligence. If you do not keep in 
close touch with the different decisions of the courts as they are 
handed down daily, you may experience difficulties in framing a 
proper complaint. If you will send me a full statement of the 
facts in any of your accident claims, I will draw the complaint 
for you and a trial memorandum applicable to such case, and 
charge you for my services ten per cent. of the amount of the 
recovery or settlement. In the event of no recovery or settle- 
ment no charge will be made, ‘Trusting we may be able to do 
some business together in the near future, I am, &c.” It is 
scarcely necessary to say that the committee expressed their 
strong disapproval of this communication, the style of which has 
some resemblance to the money-lenders’ circulars which are so 
familiar to the inhabitants of London. Legal practitioners in 
this country, while sharing in the disapproval of this solicitation, 
will have some difficulty in understanding how it was possible in 
any view to assess the value of the proposed services at so high 
a figure. 








Motorists as Gratuitous Bailees. 


One of the least satisfactory branches in the English law of torts 
is that which deals with the liability of bailees for negligence. 
There are at least two separate and distinct problems in connec- 
tion with this kind of liability which have not yet received 
authoritative solution in any decided case. A buailee is liable for 
nevligence committed by him alike in tort and in contract 
(Foulkes v. Metropolitan Railway Co., 1880, 5 C. P. D. 157) ; but 
it is »ncertain whether the standard of care owed by him is the 
same when he is sued ex contractu, 
Again, it is still a moot question whether or not there is one 
standard «) plica e in mewsuring the regligence of a gratuitous 
beilee, and another in measuring that of a bailee for reward. A 
ru e to that effect was laid down in the celebrated case of Coggs 
v. Barnard (1704, 1 Smith’s L. C. 173). It was there suggested 
that the bailee who receives payment for his services is liable 
for ordinary negligence, but the unpaid bailee only for “ gross” 
negligence. That view appears to have been based on a mis- 
understanding of Roman law, and is rejected by most modern 
text-book writers, as well as disapproved of in more than ono 
judicial decision. In Wilson v. Brett (1843, 11 M. & W., as p. 115), 
Ro Fe, B., said that he could see no difference between negligence 
and gross negligence, the latter was “the same thing with the 
addition of a vituperative epithet.” On the other hand, the 
older view has on its side the great authority of Beven on 
Negligence, vol. 1, ch. 2, and Chitty on Contracts, 14th 
ed., at p. 367. 

But whatever the standard of care imposed on a gratuitous | 
bailee may be, it is clear that he does owe a duty towards his | 
bailor, and that breach of this duty renders him Jiable in dam- 
ages. He is liable, indeed, in contract as well as in tort, for the 
“trust and confidence” reposed in him by the bailor is a con- 
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promise to perform the duty of a bailee properly (1 Smith 1. C, 
notes to Cogg v. Barnard, supra). But the nature of the duty 
required of him varies much according to the relations of the 
parties. Contrast, for example, the duty imposed by law on 
the donor or lender of a chattel with that imposed on a gratui- 
tous carrier. The former owes no duty to the recipient or 
borrower except to give warning of any dangers actually known 
tohim. In this respect, indeed, his position is the same as that of a 
landowner who permits a bare licensee or guest to use his premises, 
“The principle of law as to gifts,” says WILLES, J., in Gantrel y, 
Egerton (1867, L. R. 2 C. P., p. 375) “is that the giver is not 
responsible for damage resulting from the insecurity of the 
thing unless he knew its evil character at the time and omitted 
to caution the donee.” The same rule has been laid down in 
the case of lender and borrower by the late A. L. Smirn, MLR, 
in Coughlin v. Gillison (1899, 1 Q. B., p. 147). 

On the other hand, the gratuitous carrier has a much 
higher legal responsibility placed on his shoulders. He 
must take reasonable care to safeguard his passenger, 
Whereas the owner of a carriage who lends it to a friend is 
not even bound to ascertain its safe condition at all, but 
merely bound to give warning of any defect in it of which he 
knows ; on the other hand, if he takes his friend for a drive in the 
carriage instead of lending it to him, he must exercise reasonable 
care in the management of the carriage (yer Baron PARKE in 
Lygo v. Newbold, 1854, 9 Ex., p. 305). In the former case the 
borrower, of the carriage is a mere licensee, and his position is 
strictly analogous to that of a licensee permitted to use one’s 
premises. In the latter case the passenger is regarded as an 
invitee who reposes confidence in the driver, who, accordingly, 
must take reasonable care not to eause him injury. “The 
measure of duty towards a bare licensee is different,” said 
Coins, M.R., in Harris v. Perry & Co. (1903, 2 K. B., at p. 225), 
‘‘ where the licensor accepts the duty of carrying him, from what 
it is where he merely permits him to pass through his premises ; 
and I think the cases support this view.” 

The working of this principle in actual practice may be illus 
trated by two decided cases, one relating to railways and 
one to motor cars. In the railway case, Harris v. Perry d Co. 
(supra), the facts were quite simple. The defendants were 
contractors for the making of a railway tunnel, and had 
constructed, to assist their workmen in carrying out this task, 
a temporary line ; the defendants’ timekeeper gave the plaintiff a 
“lift” on the engine to his destination ; the engine met with an 
accident and the plaintiff was injured. It was held that the defend- 
ants, on the principle of respondeat superior, were liable to the 
plaintiff for the negligence of another of their servants which 
caused the accident. They had “constructively permitted ” the 
plaintiff to travel on the engine, and therefore came within the rule 
laid down by Baron Parke in Lygov. Newbold (supra, at p. 305), 
which was expressly approved by the Court of Appeal in 
deciding Harris v. Perry & Co. “A person who undertakes to 
provide for the conveyanve of another, although he does so 
gratuitously, is bound to exercise due and reasonable care.” Tho 
Master of the Rolls, who delivered the decision of the court, 
referred with great approval to the demonstration of this rule 
in Beven on Negligence, vol. 2, pp. 1154 ef seg. 

An equally simple set of facts is to be found in Newton v. Beattie 
(Times, March 3rd), a recent nisi prius case tried before BAIL- 
HACHE, J., and acommon jury. Here a motorist took a young lady 
and her mother for a drive, in the course of which the ear 
collided with another and both passengers met with personal 
injuries. The jury found that the accident was due to the 
negligence of their host, and awarded damages against him. 
There was a difference between plaintiffs’ and defendant’s stories in 
one point: the plaintiffs said that the motorist had invited them 
for a ride, whereas he contended that they had requested him to 
take them in his car. But nothing turns on this point, since the 
liability of a gratuitous carrier is exactly the same whether he 
invites the passenger for the sake of his company, or agrees to carry 
him out of good nature. There seems no reason to doubt that 
a motorist is legally liable to his passengers for negligence 
as in Newton y. Beattie. Motorists, therefore, should take care 
that insurance companies include this risk in their policies, 
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Admissibility of Statements made in 
the Presence of a Prisoner. 


THE recent decision of the House of Lords in Director of 
Public Prosecutions v. Christte (reported elsewhere) introduces 
important variations in the rule as to the admissibility of evid- 
ence of statemetits made in the presence of an accused person which 
was laid down in F#. v. Norton (54 Sovicitors’ JourNaL, 602 ; 
1910, 2 K. B. 496). The exact extent of these variations cannot, 
perhaps, be ascertained till the different judgments are fully 
reported, but it will be convenient to attempt to give the result 
generally. 

According to R. v. Norton such statements are not admissible 
as direct evidence of the facts contained in them. For this 
purpose they are excluded by the rule against hearsay evidence. 
But when they are made in such circumstances as to call for 
explanation or denial by the accused, and he either by words or 
conduct acknowledges their truth, they become relevant as part 
of his acknowledgment, and for this purpose they are admissible in 
evidence. In &. v. Norton the judge at the trial had admitted 
evidence of statements made in the prisoner’s presence that he 
was the man who had committed the offence charged, and of his 
denial, and had left it to the jury to attach such weight to them 
as they thought proper. But the Court of Criminal Appeal held 
that the statements made under such circumstances were not 
admissible, and that the jury should have been told to disregard 
them ; and PickrorD, J., who delivered the judgment of the 
court, laid down the principle which we have just outlined. 
“Such statements are never evidence of the facts stated in them ; 
they are admissible only as introductory to, or explanatory of, the 
answer given to them by the person in whose presence they are 
made. Such answer may, of course, be given either by words or 
by conduct—e.g., ty remaining silent on an occasion which 
demanded ananswer.” The critical point is whether the prisoner 
is to be taken as admitting or denying. If he admits, then the 
statements are admissible to shew what he admits ; if he denies, 
then—so it was held—they are not admissible at all, and if, 
in fact, they have been before the jury, the jury must be directed 
to disregard them. 

This result raised the further question whether the statement 
is to be admitted as of course, in the first instance, leaving its 
final admissibility to depend on proof of the prisoner's acknowledg- 
ment; or whether the judge should not admit it until he is satis- 
fied that evidence of the acknowledgment will be forthcoming. 
The former course is prima facie prejudicial to the prisoner, since 
the jury, having bad the statement before them, may not, when 
evidence of acknowledgment is not given, be able to banish it 
from their minds. In Norton’s case (supra) the court took this 
view. “The contents of such statements,” said Pickrorp, J., 
“should not be given in evidence unless the judge is satisfied 
that there is evidence fit to be submitted to the jury that the 
prisoner by his answer to them, whether given by word or con- 
duct, acknowledged the truth of the whole or part of them. If 
there be no such evidence, then the contents of the statements 
should be excluded. If there be such evidence, then they 
should be admitted, and the question whether the pr soner’s 
answer by words or conduct did, or did not, in fact amount to an 
acknowledgment of them left to the jury.” There is the practical 
difficulty of ascertaining the evidence of admission without first 
having the evidence of the statements. PicKForRD, J., considered 
that in trials on indictment this would not arise, since the judge 
would have the evidence sufficiently on the depositions ; in other 
cases, he thought that evidence might be given of the mere fact of 
a statement having been made as introductory to evidence of the 
prisoner’s atti:ude towards it. If this was an admission of the 
statement, then the contents of the statement would be put in. 
Assuming this to have been done, then the proper direction to the 
jury would be that the statements are to be taken into considera- 
tion only so far as they were in fact admitted by the prisoner, 
and then, not »s direct evidence of the facts stated, but solely 
because of the prisoner's acknowledgment of their truth ; if in 
fact there was no such acknowledgment, then they must be 


In Christie's case (supra), where the matter has been reviewed, 
the prisoner was convicted at the Middlesex Sessions last autumn 
of an indecent assault on a young boy. Shortly after the alleged 
offence the mother of the boy complained toa constable in the 
presence of the accused and a number of other persons, and the 
constable asked the boy which was the man. Ther: upon the boy 
went up to the accused, touched him on the sleeve of his coat, 
and said, “That is the man.” In answer to a further question by 
the constable the boy described the offence. This was at once 
met, we gather, by adenia! by the prisoner. At the trial the 
boy himself gave evidence of the offence and identified the 
prisoner, but did not refer to the previous statement made by 
bim, and the denuty-chairman admitted evidence by the constable 
and the boy’s mother as to the statements made in the presence 
of the accused ; he also directed the jury that this evidence was 
corroboration of the evidence of the boy within section 30 of the 
Children Act, 1908, under which the child’s evidence must be 
“corroborated by some other material evidence in support thereof 
implicating the accused.” This seems to have been clearly wrong, 
ps was in fact the ground on which the House of Lords held 
that the conviction was rightly quashed by the Court of Criminal 
Appeal, Evidence of a previous statement made by a witness 
is no corroboration of the evidence of the witness. It is simply a 
repetition of it. 

The real point before the Court of Criminal Appeal was 
whether the fact that the boy was a witness at the trial distin- 
guished the case from 2. v. Norton (supra), and clearly it did not, 
If the only relevance of the statements lies in their leading up to 
an admission by the accused, it can make no difference that the 
person who made them is called asa witness at the trial, The 
admission has either been made or not, and a subsequent event 
cannot alter this fact. In Christie’s case there was no admission 
by the accused person ; hence the statements were not admiss- 
ible as evidence, and since the judge had admitted them and left 
them to the jury, the conviction was quashed. 

Under the Criminal Appeal Act, 1907, s. 1 (6), an appeal to 
the House of Lords requires the certificate of the Attorney 
General that a point of law of exceptional public interest is 
involved, and in Christie’s case the Director of Public Prosecu- 
tions appears to have desired to bring Norton’s case (supra) under 
review, and to ascertain whether the admissibility of statements 
made in the presence of the accused really depends on whether 
he admits their accuracy or not. For this purpose the appeal 
does not seem to have been very useful. The House of 
Lords, differing from the Court of Appeal, have held that the 
evidence of the boy’s statements was admissible, but 
Norton’s case has rather been questioned and distinguished than 
overruled, and the result-sis, perhaps, a little confusing. The 
point has been taken that the boy’s statements amounted to no 
more than evidence of identification, and were admissible as 
such, quite apart from any acknowledgment by the accused. 
This was Lord ATKINSON’s opinion, and apparently Lords 
DUNEDIN and PARKER agreed with him. The touching of the 
man and the words “That is the man” are, of course, evidence of 
identification, but of identification with whom? With the man 
who committed the alleged offence, and it is necessary therefore 
to admit the statement of what the alleged offence was. This 
presumably was the ground on which Lord ATKINSON admitted 
the second statement also as part of the identification. In the 
present case this was all that was necessary for the decision ; 
both statements were properly in, and Norton’s case was only 
affected to this extent, namely, that it does not apply where the 
statements in question go only to identification. It may be that, 
for practical purposes, this rules out Nerton’s case altogether, but 
it would be premature to assume this result, and Lord ATKINSON 
did not contemplate it. He considered that Norton's case would 
still apply, but that PickrorD, J.’s, rule as to when the evidence 
of the statement should be admitted was wrong ; it should come 
in in the first instance, and be disregarded afterwards, if the 
prisoner’s acknowledgment was not proved. 

Lords MoutTon and READING seem to have gone further 
(Weekly Notes, 1914, p. 179), and to have held the rule in Norton’s 
case to be wrong. The admissibility of the statement does not 





disregar led altogether. 


depend on whether it is accepted by the accused or not, The 
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statement made in the presence of the accused, and Lis behaviour 
thereupon, whether accepting or denying it, are matters of which 
evidence can be given. If this is so, the principle of Nortcn’s case 
that the evidence is only admissible as an admission is upset, and 
there is a new exception to the rule against hearsay evidence. 
At the same time, if the statement is denied, it becomes--so 
these learned lords hold—of little value as evidence, and the 
prosecuting counsel should not introduce it, since this may 
prejudice the prisoner with the jury. 

Subject, as we have intimated, to the full report of the 
judgments, we take the result to be, first, that when the 
statements go solely to identity—including a description 
of the offence alleged to have been committed by the 
accused— they are admissible quite apart from his bebaviour in 
face of them. It was argued, also, that they are admissible as part 
of the res geste, but this is not so; they are separate from the 
actual offence. And, secondly, that where they go beyond identi- 
fication, Nor/on’s case still apparently applies, and they are 
admissible only when acknowledged by the accused. In short, 
the first question is, Do the statements go to identity only? If 
so, they are admissible. If they go beyond identity, then any- 
thing further is admissible only if acknowledged by the accused ; 
if it is denied, it should not, in practice, get before the jury at 
all. But what in any particular case is evidence of identity only 
may be a matter of difficulty. 








Correspondence. 
The United Law Clerks’ Society. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporte r.J 

Sir,—The eighty-second anniversary of this very beneficent 
society will be held on the 14th inst., the Lord Chief Justice (Lord 
Reading) having for the sesond time kindly consented to preside. 

The society was established for the purpose of inculcating habits 
of thriftness and unselfishness in lawyers’ clerks, and during its 
long career has disbursed nearly £200,600 to its members and non- 
members—to the latter nearly £30,000 has been awarded. Non 
members are deserving law clerks temporarily laid by from illness o1 
loss of employment. 

The society needs many more annual subscribers and 
There are some 25,000 barristers and solicitors in London and less 
than 200 are annual subscribers. This must surely be from ignor 
ance of the society's existence and its claims on the successful 
members of the legal profession. 

The late Sir George Lewis was a liberal donor to the 
society’s funds and left it a legacy of £100. His will contains the 
following clause :—“ Having been in the habit of devoting to 
charitable purposes a portion of my income every year, I have now 
no charitable dispositions to make save the following small sums.” 

To wealthy lawyers who may be hesitating what to do with super- 
fluous cash | would recall Carlyle’s words :— 

“T shall journey through this world but once. Any good thing 
therefore that I can do, or any kindness that I can shew to any 
human being let me do it now. Let me not neglect it nor defer it, 
for I shall not pass this way again.” 

May 2. “50 Years A Memper or tHe U. L. C.S.” 


dk mors, 
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Reviews. 
Hire-Purchase Agreements. 


Tue Hire-Purenase System: A Pracricat MANUAL oF Hire- 
Treapinc Law ror Lawyers ANbD Hire-TRADERS. Witn 
PRECEDENTS OF AGREEMENTS, &¢., AND Courr Forms. By 


Wittiam H. Russet, Solicitor, Firere Enprrion. Stevens & 
Sons (Limited). 7s. 6d. 
This useful work, now in its fifth edition, deals in a clear 


and practical manner with the various questions arising in the 
making and enforcing of hire-purchase agreements. Goods com- 
prised in such agreements are excluded from the benefit of the Law 


of Distress Amendment Act, 1908, and Mr. Russell has given | 


detailed consideration to the effect of this exclusion. The rights of 
the owner of chattels let out. on a hire-purchase agreement, which 
are suitable for being affixed to the soil, frequently come into 
conflict with the claims of mortgagees, and this aspect of 
the subject is the material of an- interesting exposition at 
nn, 133 ef sev. Fenally imrortont. and treated also in a_ lucid 
manner, are the difficulty and risk which the owner incurs if his agree 


| reason that a fox is not game. 

















ment is such as to bind the purchaser to Luy as well as himself tc s¢]] 
so as to enable tke purchaser to dispcse of the goods, a matter cn 
which Zee v. Butler (1893, 2 Q. B. 318) and Helby v. Matthews (1€95, 
A. C. 471) are the leading authorities ; and there is a useful list of 
the cases in which sj ecial customs with respect to hire of goods have 
been held to exist so as to preserve the owner's title against the 
“reptted cwneiship” clause. The teck is full of practical suggestions, 
and the prccecents which it ecntains will assist the practitione: 





Sporting Rights. 

Tue Law oF Srortine Ricuts AND oF MATTERS APPERTAININ 
rHERETO, By K.S. Nowan, Barrister-at-Law. The Field and Queen 
(Horace Cox) Limited. 5s. 

This volume contains a useful summary of the law relating to 
sporting rights. <A sporting right the author defines as a right to 
chase, kill, and take away animals which form the subject of sport. 
Consequently, a mere licence to hunt is not a sporting right, since it 
does not necessarily carry with it the right to take away the animal 
when killed (Wiekham v. Hawker, 7 M. & W., p. 71); and it seems 
that a licence to hunt a fox is not a sporting right, for the further 
From which it may be suggested 
that either a sporting right is a thing of a very technical nature, 
or the definition is too narrow. Practically one of the most 
important features of the matter is the right to kill game arising 
from occupation, and the nature and effect of a reservation 
of game in a tenancy agreement, and the rights of the tenant under 
the Ground Game Act, 1880, are well stated in chapter 3 ; and 
the subject of trespass in pursuit of game, and the summary 
penalties for such trespass under the Game Act, 1831, are dealt with 
in chapter 5. And, whether a fox is game or not, the law of fox 
hunting obviously requires statement, and this is done in chapter 14, 
where it is pointed out that hunting over another man’s land without 
his consent 1s an obvious trespass : Paul v. Summerhayes (4 Q, B. D.9). 
The book covers its subject clearly and concisely. 





Books of the Week. 


Housing of the Working Classes.—The Housing of the 
Working Classes (Ireland), Acts, 1890 to 1908. By A perv D. 
soLtoN, M.A., LL.D., Barrister-at-Law. Joun Fatconer, Dublin. 
Stevens & Haynes. 12s. 6d. net. 

Company Law.—The Companies Acts, 1508 and 1913, with 
Explanatory Notes, Cross-references, Comparative Table of Sections 
of the Repealed Companies Acts and the Corresponding Sections of 
the Companies Consclidation Act. By D.G. Hemmant, Barrister- 
at-Law. 5th Edition. Jordan & Sons (Limited). 6s. net. 

Digest.—Mews’ Digest of English Case Law, Quarterly Issue, 
April, 1914. Cases reported from January Ist to April Ist, 1914. 
By Joun Mews, Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons (Limited) ; 
Sweet & Maxwell (Limited), 5s. 

Charter-parties and Bills of Lading.—The Contract of 
Affreightment as expressed in Charter-parties and Bills of Lading. 
By Sir 1. E. Scrurron, one of the Judges of the King’s Bench 
Division of the High Court of Justice. 7th Edition. By Sir T. E. 
Scrorton and F. D. Mackinnon, M.A.,, Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & 
Maxwell (Limited). 18s, 

Stephen’s Commentaries.—Student’s Guide to Stephen's 
Commentaries, 16th Edition. By Atpert Gresoy. 14th Edition. 
By H. Greson Krvineton, M.A., and A. CLirrorD FouNTAINE, 
Solicitors. The “ Law Notes” Publishing Office. 21s. 

Contract.—Elements of the Law of Contract. By A. T. Carrere, 
Barrister-at-Law. 4th Edition. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). &s. 








At the Central Criminal Court, last week, before Judge Rentoul, 
Abdul Majied Hayar, twenty-two, fireman, pleaded “* Not guilty ’ to 
an indictment charging him with wounding Abdul Gunny with intent 
to do him grievous bodily harm. The prosecutor was a coal trimme! 
and the prisoner a fireman on board the P. and 0. liner Poona, It was 
had interfered in a dispute between the 
prisoner and another fireman, when the prisoner got a knife and struck 
The prisoner was placed in irons. The prosecu 
tor was sworn on the Koran, which he kissed. Judge Rentoul inquired 
whether that form of oath was sufficient for a Mahomedan, He recol- 
lected that once there was a discussion in his court regarding the 
administration of the oath to a woman who declared that she was a 
As a matter of fact she was not, but they had to take 
Her shoes had to come off and she had to 
and her chin on her hand. An interpreter 
rence as to some of the sects of Mahome- 
and included in 


stated that the prosecuto1 


Gunny several times. 


Mahomedan. 
her word that. she was 
place her hand on the Koran 
said there was probably a diffe 


dans. He tovk as his guide Hughe’s Dictionary of Islam, ai li 

the oath which he had administered was the form which the Koran 
nreseribed. The jvrv found the prisoner ‘ Not guilty,’’ and he wae 
discharged 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 
Court of Appeal. 


Re JOSIAH BAST (Deceased). LONDON AND COUNTY BANKING Co, 
. EAST. No. 1. 2st and 22nd April. 
ADMINISTRATION—CREDITOR’s ACTION—EXECUTORS CARRYING ON Busi- 
Ness OF TrsTATOR—INSOLVENCY—ExecutTor’s Ricur or INDEMNITY 
SUBJECT TO SATISFACTION OF LiaaBiLIty TO Estare—PRiorItTYy As 
BETWEEN CREDITORS OF EXECUTORS AND DISSENTING CREDITORS OF 
TESTATOR, 
A testator by his will directed his executors to carry on his 
s long as they should think fit. At his death there was au considerable 
balance of assets over liabilities. Lhe executors, with the financial 
ssistance of the testator’s bank, and the assent of some creditors, 
sanvied on the business for three years, when it had become insolvent. 


busine se 


In an administration action commenced by the bank against the 
cexcecutors, 
Held, that the executors’ right of indemnity, to which the bank 


claimed to be subrogated, was subject to the satisfaction of their own 
liability to the estate, and that creditors of the testator who had not 
ussented were entitled to be paid out of the available assets in priority 
to the bank and other creditors of the executors. 

Decision of Warrington, J., reversed. 

Form of order for accounts and inquiries in administration discussed. 

Appeal from a decision of Warrington, J., dismissing summonses 
to vary the master’s certificate in a creditor’s administration action. 
The testator, who carried on the business of a timber merchant, by 
his will empowered his executors to continue the business as long as 
they should think fit, and died in 1905. At that date the debts owing 
by the testator amounted to £3,168, and there was outstanding personal 
estate of £6,500. ‘The executors carried on the business for about 
three years, and in doing so incurred debts amounting to £14,000, 
leaving the estate insolvent. 
executors had an overdraft of £4,000, 
originating summons to administer the testator’s estate. An order 
was made “directing the usual accounts and inquiries as at the testator’s 
death, and also (1) an inquiry as to what creditors there were of the 
executors by reason of their carrying on the testator’s business, and 
(2) an inquiry what amount of the testator’s assets had been so 


commenced an action by 


employed, and what assets were available for the payment of the debts | 


with liberty to the testator’s creditors to apply for pay 
ment out of such assets. The Master certified that the executors had 
properly employed all the testator’s available assets in carrying on 
the business, that they had done so with the assent of the testator’s 
creditors, anl were entitled to be indemnified in respect of the 
liabilities incurred by them. Mrs. East, the wife of one of the testator’s 
sous, Whe was a creditor of the testator for £1,400, and another creditoi 
took out summonses to vary the certificate by allowing their claims in 
priority to the indemnity claimed by the executors on the ground that 
they had not assented to the business being so carried on; but 
Warrington, J., held that the claims of the applicants as *‘ reprobating ’’ 
creditors could not be entertained in the present proceedings, and 
dismissed the summonses. The applicants appealed. 

Tue Court allowed the appeal. 

ozens-Harpy, M.R., said that at first sight there was a _ real 
difficulty in the case, but he had no doubt it would be substantially just 
to allow the appeal. The testator’s business had been carried on by 
his executors for some years, with a series of disasters. The bank 
took out a common administration summons against the executors, and 
an order was made in chambers, but not in the ordinary form in similar 
circumstances. [His lordship read the order, and proceeded :] The 
testator’s bank financed the executors in carrying on the business, 
and the account ultimately became heavily overdrawn. Mrs, East 
had deposited securities with the bank to secure an overdraft in the 
testator’s lifetime, and when the bank realised these securities, she 
became a creditor of the estate for the full amount for which they were 
sold. She claimed, as a non-assenting creditor, to be paid out of the 
testator’s available assets. On the other hand, the bank claimed that 
those assets, represented by £8,000 Consols in court, had been reduced 
by the continuance of the business, and could not be touched by any 
creditor except upon terms of indemnifying the executors. The latte: 
had made an affidavit showing a credit balance of £15,000 at th« 
testator’s death, and that money had gone. The certificate was in 
an unusual form, and actually allowed £1,500 in payments to bene 
ficiaries, although the estate was then insolvent. That had not been 
attempted to be supported. The bank could sue its own customers 
the executors, but had also a further right. Executors in carrying on 
a business in pursuance of the directions of a testator were entitled 
to be indemnified against loss; but they had no right to any indemnity 
until they had ~ ade good their own liability to the estate, and the 
bank could be 11 no better position : Lewin on Trusts, at p. 720. The 
creditors’ lien was subject to any equities affecting the executors’ right 
to indemnity. It was further contended that there was a separate 
right of indemnity in respect of certain business assets, but his beet 
ship thought it was plain that an independent indemnity in respe: 
of every business contract the executors might enter into could not * 
asserte On the face of the certificate there was sufficient to satisfy 
the court that the executors were not entitled to any indemnity, except 
after, payment of ths admitted debts of the testator. The certificate 


so incurred, 


ia simple one but for the unfortunate form of the 





In 1908 the plaintiff bank, on which the | 
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ought to be varied by making a declaration that, it appearing that the 
executors had received assets far more than éufficient to pay the 
testator’s debts, and had paid away sums which as against creditors 
could not be allowed, the bank were not entitled to any indemnity 
until after the default of the executors had been made good. Mrs. 
East and the other creditors of the testator who had not ap probated the 
carrying on of the business were entitled to be paid out of the £8,000. 
The costs of all parties would be pe aid out of the estate. 

Swivren Eapy, L.J., who observed that the case would have been 
decree, in which a 
Blunder was made in endeavouring to adapt the form in Seton’s 
Judgments, p. 1497, where the further inquiries were only directed, 
after first providing for all the testator’s creditors, and referred to 
Dowse v. (1891, A. C, 190), delivered judgment to the same 


effect 
concurred.—CounseL, 7’, Rt. Hughes, K.C., and H. 


Pickrorp, L..J., 
Freeman; Clauson, K.C., and J. 8. Green; hk. Rudall, Soxicrrors, 
Archer & Son, 


Moodie & Sons; EK. Marsh; W. 


[Reported by H. Laxeromp Lewis, Barrister-at-Law.] 
High Court—King’s Bench 
Division. 


Gorton 


REX rv. J. G. HAMMOND & CO. (LIM.) AND OTHERS. Div. Court. 
22nd April. 
CoMPANY—CoNTEMPYr OF CouRT—ATTACHMENT—Powers or Court. 


The court cannot make an order of attachment against a limited com- 


pany, but it may, upon a rule jor attachment’, ordey the company lo 
pay a fine. 

A rule nisi was directed to J. G. Hammond & Co, (Limited), who 
were the printers of a newspaper called Modern Society, the publishers 
of the newspaper, and the managing director and editor, calling upon 


them to shew cause why writs ot attachment should not issue against 
them for their contempt in printing and publishing, or causing to be 
printed and published, in the said uewspaper certain comments calcu 
lated to prejudice the fair trial at the Central Criminal Court of a 
certain indictment. It was contended on behalf of the company that 
no order could be made against a limited company on an application 
for a writ of attachment: Ze Horley (79 L. T. R. 706) and Rex v. 
Freeman's Journal (1902, 2 1. R. 82). 

DaruinG, J., in the course of his judgment, said he did not think 
the fact that two of the delinquents were limited companies prevented 
them from being summoned before the court. They could not be sent 
to prison because there was no corporal entity upon whom the officer 
of the court could Jay his hands, but they might, in a proper case, be 
punished by the infliction of a fine. 

Avory and Row art, JJ., concurred. 
Lilley ; Duke, K.C., and MecCardie. Sowicrrors, 
Brandon A Nicholson, Lewis & Lewis. 

[Reported by Leonarp C. THomas, 


Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty 
Division. 
PERRIN. POWELL v. POWELL, Lvans, P. 
March, 24th and 25th April. 


ConsguGaAL Riguts—Service 
CITATION AND OF 


CounseL, V). V Hogg; Cc. F. 
Field, Rose oe, ad Co.; 


Barrieter-at-Law.] 


PERRIN ». 9th and 30th 


Our OF THE 


RESTITUTION OF 
DecreE—New 


PETITION AND 


Divorce 
JURISDICTION OF 
Divorce Rvutes. 
Two new rules. Rule 221: In a suit for restitution of conjugal 

rights, when it is stated in the petition, either that the parties to the 
suit were domiciled in England at the time of the institution thereoj, 
or that they had a matrimonial home in England at the date when thei 
cohabitation ceased, or that they were both resident in England at th 
time of the institution of the suit, the petition and citation may be 
served either within or without His Majesty's dominions. 

Rule 222: When a suit for restitution of conjugal rights has 
duly instituted, and a decree is made therein, such decree may be served 
either within or without His Majesty's dominions. 

In the case of De Gasquet James v. Mecklenburg-Schwerin (58 
Soxicrrors’ JourNaAL, 341; 1914, P. 53) Evans, P., had decided that, 
in a case where the parties were domiciled abroad, and had no matri- 
monial residence in England, the court had no power to permit a peti- 
tion and citation for restitution of conjugal rights to be served on the 


been 


respondent abroad. In the present case the element of domicile was 
present. 

This was an undefended suit for restitution of conjugal rights. The 
petitioner, Eva Lerway Perrin, was married to the respondent, George 


Henry Cromey Perrin, on the 16th of July, 1904. The parties lived 
and coHabited at Clifton and elsewhere in ‘England, and there was no 
issue of the marriage. The respondent was now employed in Canada, 
and was resident there. The petitioner alleged in her petition that at 
the time of the institution of the suit both parties were domiciled in 
England, and that the respondent withdrew from cohabitation with her 
on the 30th of November, 1912, and still refused to render her con- 
jugal rights. The vetition and citation in the suit were served on 
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tue respondent in Montreal, Canada, on the 22nd of September, 1915 
On the Ytn of March the petitioner gave evidence in support of hei 
petition, and the case was adjourned for argument. On the Oth o! 
March counsel for the petitioner argued that, where the parties were 
resident or domiciled in this country, the court Lad jurisdiction to order 
the service anywhere of a petition and citation in a suit for restitution 
of conjugal rights. The argument raised four points. First, as to the 
powers and practice of the ecclesiastical courts with reference to cita 
vions generally. ‘The general theory as regards those courts was that 
this jurisdiction was co-terminous with the territorial limit of the 
That rule was, however, frequently departed from in practice, 
and in dealing with it the practice of the court was flexible, accom 
modating, and even indulgent. Whitcomb v.Whitcomb (1840, 2 Curt. 

351) shewed, not only that there could be service out of the jurisdiction 
of a citation in a restitution suit, but also that the purpose of the ser- 
vice was to put the party in contempt, so that the court could proceed 
with the hearing. ‘Lhe citation was regarded as not in iteelf a process, 
but merely as a notice of a process. ‘lhe second point was that section 
22 of the Matrimonial Causes Act, 1857 (20 & 21 Vict. c. 85), directed 
in effect that, in the absence of any statute or order, the practice of 
the Divorce Court was to be governed by the principles and rules 
obtaining in the ecclesiastical courts. There was no Act of Parliament, 
rule, or order with reference to the service of petitions and citations in 
restitution suits, unless the court was prepared to hold that the words 

‘every such petition,’’ in section 22 of the Matrimonial Causes Act, 
1857 (supra), included all petitions which were referred to in that Act, 
among them petitions for restitution which were referred to in section 
17. ‘thirdly, dealing with the cases which had been decided since the 
passing of the Act, counsel for the petitioner referred to Yelverton v. 
Yelverton (1 Sw. & Tr. 586), where the respondent in a suit for 
restitution, who was a domiciled Irishman, was served in Glasgow. 
[Evans, P.—There is an extraordinary provision in section 47 of the 
Act which empowers the court to dispense with service altogether 
should it seem necessary or expedient to do so.] Counsel for the peti 
tioner, continuing, said that the reason for the inclusion of that proviso 
in the section was that formerly no great importance was attached to 
service at all. He did not greatly rely on Bateman v. Bateman (45 
Soricrrors’ JournaL, 295; 1901, VP. 136), for in that case there had 
been no argument. Jeune, P., gave leave there to serve a respondent 
in a restitution suit abroad, provided that his domicile was English. 
That was in February, 1901. In the preceding January Barnes, J. (as 
he then was), gave similar leave in similar circumstances in the case of 
Hardie v. Hardie (1901, 17 T. L. R. 190). In that case there had been 
an argument. After the decisions in those two cases, Jeune, P., gave 
the following notice at the principal registry : ‘‘The President con- 
siders that when an English domicile is enewn in the petition for resti 
tution, the citation may issue without any special leave wherever it is 
to be served.”’ ‘That suggestion had been acted upon, and had acquired 
the force of a rule, and ought, he submitted, lo be followed, other 
wise the validity of several marriages might be affected. The last 
notable instance in which the rule had been acted upon was the case of 
Cowley v. Cowley (29 T. L. R. 690), where the citation in a restitution 
suit was served on the respondent in Paris; the decree nisi of dissolu 
tion of the marriage, based in part on his non-compliance with the 
decree of restitution, had recently been made absolute. It was true 
tuat the point was not taken in that case, but in October, 1912, in 
Buckley v. Buckley (57 Soricrrors’ Journat, 9), a sealed copy of the 
petition for restitution had been served in Ireland, and the court in 
that case had followed the cases of Bateman v. Bateman (supra) and 
Hardie v. Hardie (supra). The fourth point was that the proposition 
formulated in those cases had been the subject of a series of uniform 
decisions ; and a construction of the law, so long acquiesced in, ought 
not to be disturbed, even if based on a misinterpretation of the statute. 
Section 18 of the Judicature Act of 1875 (38 & 39 Vict. c. 77) con 
ferred upon the court power to make new rules, and new rules had been 
promulgated in October, 1904, and October, 1905— namely, Divorce 
Rules 219 and 220. In the recent decision in the case of De Gasquet 
James v. Mecklenburg-Schwerin (supra) the respondent husband did 
not possess an English domicile, as in the present case. It was doubtful 
whether that case decided that in no case could a citation be served out 
of the jurisdiction, or whether an — was provided where there 
was an English domicile or residence at the commencement of the suit. 
Cur, adv. vult. 

On the 24th of April the evidence in the case of Powell vy. Powell 
was heard before Evans, P. This was a wife’s petition for dis- 
solution on the grounds of her husband’s adultery and non-compliance 
with a decree tor restitution of conjugal rights, thereby constitu- 
ting his desertion under the statute. ‘The parties were married in 1895, 
and afterwards lived and cohabited in England, and there was one 
child of the marriage. Both parties were domiciled and resident in 
England at the date of the institution of the suit for restitution, the 
petition in which was filed in October, 1911. A decree of restitution 
was pronounced by Bargrave Deane, J., in January, 1912, by which 
time the respondent husband had gone to Australia. "That decree, which 
ordered him within three months after service to return home to th« 
petitioner and render to her conjugal rights, was served upon him in 
Australia on the 27th of March, 1912, but was not obeyed by him. He 
returned to England the following year, and the petition in the present 
suit for dissolution was filed ond served on him in February of the 
present year. After hearing the evidence, Evans, P., intimated that 
he would deal with the case when delivering his considered judgment 
in Perrin v, Perrin on the following day. Cur, adv. vult. 


On the 25th of April 


cliocese. 


Evans, ¥,, deliveted judgment in both suits. In the course of 
his judgment in Perrin v. J’errin he said: In this case the parties 
to tue suit were domiciled in England. Before the institution of the 
proceedings the husband, who is the respondent, left this country, and 
went to Canada, and service of the citation and petition was enected 
on him in Montreal. ‘lhe question was argued before me in corse- 
quence of my decision in the case of De Gasquet James v. Mecklenburg- 
Schwerin (supra), in the course of which 1 referred in my judgment to 
the principles which govern services out of the jurisdiction ot petitions 
generally. ‘That decision does not affect the present suit, as in that 
case the petitioner and the respondent were both domiciled and resident 
in a country other than England. Coynsel for the petitioner has 
delivered an able argument, and has gone through many of the authori- 
ties dealing with the practice of the ecclesiastical courts, and also witli 
the decisions under the Matrimonial Causes Act, 1857 (supra), and tlie 
subsequent Act (the Matrimonial Causes Act, 1884 (47 & 48 Vict. c. 
68) ), which modifies the consequence of disobedience tu a decree fur 
restitution of conjugal rights. He argued that in any event there had 
been a course of decisions which ought to continue. 4 have looked intu 
the matter; the practice is not uniform, and the authorities are 
doubtful. Ln fact, 1 see no reason to withdraw anything that 1 said 
in my recent judgment already referred to. Since 1901 there have been 
two decisions, one of which I dealt with in my judgment in De Gasquet 
James v. Mecklenburg-Schwerin (supra), viz., Bateman v. Bateman 
(supra), and Hardie v. Hardie (supra). I think it is very desirable 
that there should no longer be any doubt with reference to the practice 
as to service of proceedings in suits for restitution of conjugal rights, 
not merely in cases where the parties are domiciled in England, but 
also in cases where they are resident here. I think by far the best 
way to deal with these matters is to put an end to all doubts and to 
deal not only with service of proceedings in cases of domicile, but also 
in cases of residence in this country. 1 have accordingly determined to 
make new rules dealing with these matters, and these rules will, I hope, 
in due course become law under the provisions of the Matrimonial 
Causes Act, 1857 (supra). These rules will be two in number, and will 
deal not only with service of citations and petitions, but also with ser- 
vice of decrees. They will be in the following terms. [The learned 
President stated the rules as in the headnote (supra)}] I therefore 
maxe a decree of restitution of conjugal rights in this case, with costs, 
ana | order that the same be obeyed within, I think 1 had better say, 
three months after service thereof. In the case of Powell v. Powell, 
which was before me yesterday, the petition for restitution of conjugal 
rights was served upon the respondent in Melbourne, and in this case 
disobedience to that decree was relied on as constituting desertion, and, 
coupled with the adultery now proved, as founding a claim for dissolu 
tion of marriage. I need not repeat what I have just said in Per7in v 
Perrin. 1 have dealt, I hope, in the new rules, with this case too, and 
made it perfectly plain. But in the present case I am prepared to 
follow the decision in Dicks v. Dicks (48 W. R. 302; 1899, P. 275), and 
I pronounce a decree nisi, with costs, and I give the petitioner the 
custody of the child.-CounsgL, in Perrin v. Perrin, W. 7. Lawrance. 
Souicrrors, Carthew, Wheeler, & Hancock, for Barry & Harris, Bristol. 
Counsex, in Powell v. Powell, Bayford. Sotrcrtors, Petch & Co. 

[Reported by C. P. Hawkes, Barrister-at-Law.] 


CASES OF LAST SITTINGS. 
House of Lords. 


LLOYD (BY HIS NEXT FRIEND) v. POWELL DUFFRYN STEAM 
COAL CO. (LIM.) 29th and 30th Jan. ; 6th April. 
WorkMEN’s Compensation — ‘‘ DepeNDANT”’ -- Posruumous ILLEGIT! 

MATE CHILD—EVIDENCE—ADMISSIBILITY OF STATEMENTS BY DecKAsev 


TO Prove INTENTION TO MAINTAIN—WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION Acr, 
1906, s. 13. 


A posthumous illegitimate child of a deceased workman claimed to 
be a dependant. The only evidence of an intention to maintain it con 
siste d of statements of the deceased. The county court judge admitted 
evidence of these statements, and upon that evidence found that th 
child was a dependant. 

Held, that although statements of a deceased man with regard to the 
paternity of a child must, no doubt, be carefully weighed, there was 
no principle of law which would deny their admissibility quantum 
valeant. Zhe evidence of paternity was admissible on the issue of 
dependency as shewing that, but for the premature der*h of the 
father, he would have marri¢d the girl before the birth o the child, 
which then, as his legitimate child, he would have been le_ally bound 
to maintain. 

Upon the question whether the moral duty of the father to maintain 
his dlegitimate child might not of itself be sufficient to support a claim 
of dependency the House, other than Lord Shaw, expressed no opinion 
Per Lord Shaw, the intention of the statute was to include all 
children of the workman in the category of possible dependants, and 
he did not see how any inquiry into the promises of the. father to marry 
the girl before the child was born was relevant. 
Decision of Court of Appeal (57 Sonicrrors’ Jounnat, 301; 1913, 
2K. B. 130; 6B. W. C. C. 142), reversed. 


Appeal by the ‘‘ dependant ’’ from the order of the Court of Appeal, 
which reversed an award of his Honour Judge Hill Kelly, of the 











county court, Tredegar. The judge found that Frank Whittall, who 
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was killed in a colliery accident. while working in the appellant’s mine, 
was the father of an illegitimate son born to Alice Lloyd some seven 
months after Whittall’s death. To prove an intention to maintain the 
child the county court judge admitted evidence to the effect that when 
the girl told Whittall of her condition he replied she was not to worry, 
because they would be married in plenty of time. Her story was. con- 
firmed by the landlady of the deceased and by a fellow lodger. Ob- 
jection against the admissibility of this evidence was overruled by the 
county court judge, who made an award in favour of the applicant. 
That award was set aside by the Court of Appeal, on the ground that 
the evidence of the statements of the deceased was not admissible, and 
that apart from these statements there was no evidence of dependency. 

Tue Hovse took time for consideration. 

Lord LoresurN said that, in considering whether the evidence was 
admissible or not, the first question is, What were the issues? Paternity 
was one issue. Whether the child was posthumous or illegitimate or 
both is immaterial. I think the evidence was properly allowed on the 
issue of paternity. If paternity has been established, the next issue 
is dependency. It is now clear that the existence of a legal duty upon 
the deceased workman to maintain wife or child out of his earnings, 
where such duty exists, is not conclusive proof of dependency, but it 
is a strong element, and in my opinion may be of itself sufficient. The 
evidence in question went to shew that, if the father had not prema- 
turely died, this child would have been born legitimate, and its father 
would have been legally bound to maintain it, which is a strong fact 
to prove dependency. Accordingly the evidence was, in my opinion, 
admissible upon that ground also. Another and quite distinct point 
might arise. Is not the moral duty of afather to maintain his illegiti- 
mate child an element in proof of dependency which may be of itself 
sufficient to prove it, with or without the liability to an affiliation order, 
just as the legal duty is an element in the case of a legitimate child? 
I do not express an opinion, because this case was argued throughout 
upon the admissibility of evidence, and the point ought not to be 
decided without full argument. But the observations of Lord Shaw 
require the most serious consideration, if IT may be allowed to say so. 
I am, therefore, of opinion that the award ought to be restored, but 
with one modification. The county court judge awarded as for total 
dependency, whereas the claim was for a smaller sum, £127 8s., as for 
dependency in part. The award must be reduced to the sum claimed. 

Lord ATKINSON and Lord Movtrten delivered judgment to the same 
effect. 

Lord S#aw concurred on somewhat different grounds. After re- 
ferring to the definition of ‘‘dependants”’ in section 13, he said that 
he thought those statutory words had not had sufficient importance 
attached to them, and that accordingly a good deal of the discussion was 
misplaced. So far as he was concerned, he could not see his way, in 
face of that positive provision of this statute, to exclude from the 
category of dependants every illegitimate child with regard to whom 
it was not established that the father was meaning to provide for it, 
or had come under obligations or made promises in that particular. 
He humbly thought that what the statute meant was to include all 
children of the workman, whether legitimate or illegitimate, within 
the category of possible dependants. It would not appear to him to 
have any bearing upon the case of a legitimate child to make the fact 
of its dependency in any case rest upon whether the father had made 
promises that his children born, or about to be born, would be sup- 
ported by him; and he did not see why, when illegitimate children 
were included within the category of possible dependants as well as 
legitimate children, snch an inquiry as to promises or undertakings by 
the father came into place. The statute, in his view, had said that 
the workman’s family and his illegitimate children should be within 
the category of possible dependants. The statements of a deceased 
man with regard to paternity of a child must, no doubt, be carefully 
weighed, but he did not know of any principle which would deny their 
admissibility quantum valeant. He would add that in the present case, 
even apart from those statements, it would not appear to him doubtful 
that the learned county court judge had material for arriving at the 
conclusion which he reached. Appeal allowed.—Counser, for the 
appellant, Sankey, K.C., and Hugh Jones; for the respondents, Scott 
Pox, K.C., and A. Parsons. Sortctrors, Ward, Rourne, Porter, & Co., 
for T. J. Thomas, BRargoed; Bell, Brodrick, & Gray, for C. & W. 
Ke nshole, Aberdare. 

(Reported by Erskine Rerp, Barrister-at-Law.] 
DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC PROSECUTIONS v. CHRISTIE. 2th and 27th 
Feb. ; 7th April. 
Crimtmnat LAw—STATEMENT IN PRISONER’S PRESENCE 
Prisoner—ADMISSIBILITY. 

Statements made in the presence of the prisoner, though denied by 
him at the time, are admissible in evidence for certain purposes—e,g., 
as part of the act of identification or as explanatory of it, but not 
as part of the res geste. 

Decision in Rex v. Norton (54 Sortcrrors’ Jovrnat, 602; 1910, 2 
K. B. 496) considered, but not followed. 

Appeal from a decision of the Court of Criminal Appeal, reported 
9 Crim. App. Cas. 169; 30 T. L. R. 41. The respondent Christie had 
been convicted at Middlesex Sessions of an indecent assault on a little 
boy, and had been sentenced to nine months’ hard labour. Evidence 
was given by the child’s mother and by a constable as to statements 
made by the child in the presence of the respondent at the time of his 
arrest, and denied by him. The statements of the child related to the 


Dentan BY 





identification of the accused and to details of the offence. The child 
also gave evidence at the trial, but did not refer to his previous state- 
ments. The Court of Criminal Appeal quashed the sentence, holding, 
on the authority of Rex v. Norton (54 Soricrrors’ Journat, 602; 1910, 
2 K. B. 496), that the statements made in the presence of the prisoner, 
and denied by him at the time, were not admissible in evidence, and 
that it made no difference that the person who made them was called 
at the trial. Pickford, J., in delivering the judgment of the Court 
of Criminal Appeal in that case, said : ‘‘If there be no such evidence 
[that is, of admission by the accused], then the contents of the state- 
ment should be excluded; if there be such evidence, then they should 
be admitted.” 

Lord Haupane, C., in a considered judgment, said that he con- 
curred in the opinions about to be expressed by Lords Atkinson, 
Moulton, and Reading. The only point on which he desired to guard 
himself was the admissibility of the statement in question as evidence 
of identification. For the boy gave evidence at the trial, and if his 
evidence was required for the identification of the prisoner, that 
evidence ought, in his opinion, to have been his direct evidence in the 
witness-box, and not evidence of what he said elsewhere. On that 
point he shared the doubt which he understood was to be expressed by 
his noble and learned friend Lord Moulton. 

Lords ATKINSON and Movtton read judgments in which they ex 
pressed the opinion that the statements of the child were admissible. 
though not as part of the res geste. While, therefore, they were of 
opinion that the Court of Criminal Appeal, on the auestion of evidence, 
was wrong, and the appellant had succeeded on the point as to the 
admissibility of the evidence, nevertheless, they agreed with that 
tribunal that the conviction could not stand. The evidence, however, 
was only admissible for certain purposes, and therefore required that 
there should be a very careful direction by the judge to the jury. And 
here there had been no such direction. 

Lord ReapinG read a judgment in which he also thought that the 
child’s statements were admissible, but came to the conclusion that the 
rules formulated in Rex v. Norton, and followed in this and other 
cases, must be restricted in their application, and could not be regarded 
as strict rules of law regulating the admissibility of such evidence. In 
conclusion his lordship said : Assuming that your lordships were of 
opinion that the boy’s statement was admissible, this conviction, for 
other reasons, could not stand, and was properly quashed. By virtue 
of section 30 of the Children Act, 1908 (8 Ed. 7, c. 67), Christie could 
not be convicted unless the boy’s testimony was ‘‘ corroborated by some 
other material evidence in support thereof implicating the accused.”’ 
There was no sufficient direction, and there was misdirection to the 
jury of the requisites of corroboration under this statute. Such direc- 
tion as was given by the deputy chairman was erroneous, inasmuch as 
it treated the statement by the boy, given in evidence by the mother 
and the constable, as corroboration of the boy’s evidence implicating the 
accused. This is manifestly wrong. It was for the deputy chairman 
to satisfy himself that there was evidence of corroboration fit to be 
submitted to the jury within the meaning of the statute, and then to 
direct them not to convict unless they accepted the evidence of corro- 
boration. He did not giva this direction, and, therefore, notwithstand- 
ing the view T have expressed about The King v. Norton, and of the 
admissibility of the boy’s statement in this case. I am of opinion that 
the conviction was rightly quashed, and that the appeal should be 
dismissed. 

Lords Duneptn and Parker concurred with Lord Atxinson.— 
Counsen, for the appellant, Sir John Simon, A.G., Branson, Comyns 
Carr. and BE. Purchase; forethe resnondent. Hf. Dickens, K.C., and 
Rruan. Sortctrons, The Director of Public Prosecutions; Avery, Son, 
&: Fairbairn. 

[Reported by Ersxixe Rep, Barrister-at Law.) 


Court of Appeal. 


SOCIETE DES HOTELS REUNIS (SOCIETE ANONYME) v. HAWKER. 
No, 2. 23rd and 24th March. 
Curqur—Creque OsTaAInep BY Duress IN FRANCE— 
Lranmiity or DRAWER. 

The plaintiffs, hotel keepers in France, obtained from the defendant, 
a young Englishman of twenty-two years of age who had been staying 
in the hotel with a friend, who had lost heavily at the Casino, and 
whose cheques, cashed by the hotel company to pay his debts, had 
been dishonoured, a cheque payable in England by a threat of criminal 
proceedings in France if it were not given, and a suggestion that no such 
proceedings would be taken if the cheque were given. 

In an action on the cheque in England, Scrutton. J., 
ment on the claim for the defendant, and also for the defendant as to 
rt of his counter-claim, but without costs. : 

Held, that there was evidence on which the ju 
i prive the defendant of costs. 
o Stoon of Scrutton, J., foo T. I. R. 578), affirmed. 
a judgment of Scrutton, J., who had 
deprived the defendant of his costs, upon the grounds (1) that the 
judge had no materials before him upon which he could exercise his 
diccretion as to costs, (2) that the grounds assigned for the exercise 
of his discretion were not grounds which in Jaw and in the circumstances 
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entered judgq- 


dge could in his discre- 


Appeal by the defendant from 
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of the case justified him in depriving the defendant of the costs, (3) 
that there was no evidence to support such grounds, and (4) that the 
judge did not exercise a judicial discretion, or alternatively exercised 
the discretion upon a wrong principle, or upon grounds and material 
irrelevant to the issues of the action. The plaintiffs sued the de- 
fendant as drawer of a cheque for £548, pavable to the order of the 
Hotel Roval, Dinard, of which the plaintiffs were the proprietors 
It was alleged that notice of the dishonour of the cheque was excused 
hy the defendant, as he had given notice to his bankers not to pay 
it. In 1911 the defendant and a friend. Wernher. engaged rooms at 
the Hotel Roval, Dinard, and gambled at the Casino. They lost 
steadily, and the defendant had to raise money by cheques, which the 
plaintiffs cashed, and which were duly hononred. bnt these did not 
form the subject-matter of the action. Afterwards Wernher cashed 
several cheanes with the plaintiffs, which. with the excention of the 
first. were dishonoured, and after he left the hotel the defendant gave 
a cheque for £548, the subject of this action, to the plaintiffs, under 


threat of criminal proceedings. in resnect of Wernher’s dishonoured 
cheques. He then secretly left the hotel, came to England. and stopped 
the cheque. The action was brought on the cheque, the plaintiffs 


riving credit for securities of the value of £230. received meanwhile 
from Wernher. Scrutton, J.. held that the defendant was entitled to 
indgment upon the claim, and upon the counter-claim so far as this. 
that he was entitled to the return of the cheene: but he thought that 
the rest of the counter-claim failed, and in the circumstances, having 
regard to the “ foolishness ’’ of Mr. Hawker shown in the transaction 
he entered judgment for him on the claim without eosts of action, and 
evve no coats on the comnter-claim. Hawker appealed. contending that 
the judge was not justified in the circumstances in depriving him, as 
the suecessful partv. of hie costs. 

Lord Sumner said this was an appeal which had been brought with 
and it related entirely to costs. The burden was on the 
appellant to shew that there had been no real exercise of judicial 
diecretion. and that either there were no materials on which the learned 
judge could come to his conclusion, or that some materials had been 


out leave, 


introduced which were so irrelevant and extraneona that the order 
was not really made in the exercise of a judicial discretion. Tn his 
oninion there was material before the learned indge on which he 


could exercise his discretion as to costae. Tf the order had been incom 
prehensibly wnnsual, or hed heen coupled with extraneous matters, it 
miaht be eaid that there had heen ro judicial exercise of diceretion : 
but the order made here was on ample materials, and was well within 
the precedents where the issues were complicated. The result would 
be that the apneanl would he dismissd with costs. 

Kennepy, L.J., and Bray, J., gave judgment to the aame effect. 
Order accordinely.—Counser. Warren for the defendant: J. D. Craww- 
ford for the plaintiffs Sortcrrons, George R. Cran; J. J. Edwards 
& Co 

(Reported by Easxine Resp, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


CLEGG ». METCALFE AND OTHERS. 12th, 13th, and 
19th March. 

PartsH ForMep By OrpER IN Councir— 

ATTACHED TO PARISH—EXTENSION or 

ADJOINING OwneR—RiGut To Bury 

Wirnrn 100 Yarps or Hovses—Insunctron—APpLicaTIon or Buriat 
Acts To Exrenstons or Cuurcnyarps—Burtat Act, 1855 (18 & 19 
Vicr. c. 128), s. 9—Buriat Act, 1852 (15 & 16 Vict. c. 85), ss. 2. 9, 
AND 10 ro 24—Buriar Act, 1853 (16 & 17 Vict. c. 134), ss. 1 ann 7— 
Buriat Act, 1854 (17 & 18 Vier. c. 87), s. 12—Sratvure Law Revision 
Act, 1892 (55 & 56 Vict. c. 19). 
1. At common law there is no right to prohibit burials near private 
s, and the only rights given to individuals in this respect arise 
out of the law of nuisance ; but the various Burial Acts have qiven fresh 
rights of prohibition to individuals in 2. Where the 
place of burial is within an area in which an Order in Council. made 
under the New Parishes Act, 1243, provides that no new burial ground 
shall be opened without the previous approval of the Locud Govern- 
ment Board, an owner Gf buildings within 100 yards of such place of 
burial has (apart from the giving or withholding of the official con 
sent) no separate individual right to object to, and prohibit the user, of 
the place of burial for burials without his consent in writing being first 
obtained. 3. No individual riaht to object under section 9 of the 
Burials Act, 1855, to burial within a certain distance of a house existe 
for the owner of such house except in the cases of land appropriated 
and used as a burial ground under the Burial Acts themselves. 
the case of other burial places (not being cemeteries constructed by 
companies for profit, and coming within section 10 of the Cemeteries 
Clauses Act, 1847), and more particularly in the case of churchyards 
and extensions of churchyards, the owner of adjacent buildings has no 
new and statutory rights given to him by the Burial Acts. 

Greenwood v. Wadsworth (16 hq. 288) dissented from. 

This was an action to determine whether the various Burial Acts 
apply to the extension of a churchyard of a parish formed under the 
New Parishes Act, 1843, by Order in Council. The plaintiff in the 
action applied for a prohibition against the vicar and churchwardene 


Sargant, J. 


Burut—New Buriat Grounp 
CHURCH AND CHURCHYARD 
CHURCHYARD—PERMISSION OF 


residence 


certain cases 


4. In 





of the parish of Mytholmroyd, near Halifax, that they should not bury 
within 100 yards of his house. He based his application on section 9 of 
the Burial Act, 1855 (18 & 19 Vict. c. 128), which says: ‘‘ No ground 
not already used as, or appropriated for, a cemetery shall be used for 
burials under the said Act (i.e., 15 & 16 Vict. c. 85), or this Act, or 
either of them, within the distance of 100 yards from anv dwelling- 
house.’’. This section took the place of section 25 of the Burial Act, 
1852 (15 & 16 Vict. c. 85), which was that ‘‘no ground not already 
used, or appropriated for, a cemetery shall be appropriated as a burial 
ground or as an addition to a burial ground under this Act nearer than 
200 yards to any dwelling-house.”” The facts were that Mvtholmroyd 
was a district parish, made by Order in Council dated the 25th of 
February, 1846, under the Parishes Act. 1843. and carved out of the 
ancient parish of Halifax. Soon after the order was made a church 
was built, and consecrated as the parish church of this district parish, 
and this church had attached to it a churchyard which became the 
churchyard of the district parish, and from that time forward the 
church and churchvard were treated for all ecclesiastical purposes as 
if they had been the church and churchvard of an ancient parish com- 
prising the area marked out by the Order in Council. In December, 
1908. abont one-third of an acre of the land adjoining the existing 
churchyard had been acquired by the defendants as and for an addi- 
tion to and extension of the churchyard ; and under the Consecration of 
Churchyards Act, 1867. this piece of land was conveyed to the vicar 
and churchwardens of the parish for that nurpose in Januarv, 1910, and 
consecrated in February of that vear. The whole of this land was 
within 100 vards of the nlaintiff’s house, and he had on one occasion 
consented to a portion of it, which wae in fact actually the nearest 
nortion to his honse. heing nsed for burials. but that portion had 
heen filled. and the defendants now claimed the right to allow bvrials 
on parts of the rest of the extension as to which the plaintiff had not 
Counsel for the plaintiff relied on the decision of 
Greenwood v. Wadsworth (16 Eq. 2838). 
Couneel for the defendants incornorated in their arguments the 
remarks of counsel for the plaintiff (Mr. J. Brooke Tittle) in 
his book on the Law of Borvial. in which he adversely criticised the 
decision in Greenwood v. Wadsworth (ubi sunra). They also cited 
Lord Cowleu v. RByas {5 Ch. T. 944). Cur. adv. vult. 

Sanaant, 7... after stating the facts. and going very fully into the 
sections of the variove Burial Acta, laid down the following four pro- 
nositions : (1) That the variovs Burial Acts had extended the common 
law rights of individuals, and must he read »« a whole: (2) that so 
reading them, where the place of burial is within an area in which an 
Order in Council has been made. providing that no new burial ground 
shall be opened without the previons annroval of the Local Government 
Board, an owner of buildings within 100 yvarde of such place of burial 
has fanart from the ceiving or withholdine of the official consent) no 
senarate individnal right to ohiect to. and nrobhibit the user of. the 
place of burial for burials withovt his consent in writing being first 
obtained : (3) that no individual right to object under section 9 of the 
Burials Act, 1855, exists except in the case of Jand appropriated and 
uaed as a burial ground under the Burial Acts themselves; (4) that in 
the case of other burial places (other than cemeteries constructed bv 
companies for nrofit, and coming within section 10 of the Cemeteries 
Clauses Act. 1847), and particularly in the case of churchyards and 
extensions of churchyards, the owner of adjacent buildings has ro 
new and independent statutory richt. but is relegated to his rights at 
common law; and he wound up his judgment by saying: T decline to 
follow the,decision of Malins, V.C., in Greenwood v. Wadsirorth (supra), 
which is, in my judgment, a most unsatisfactory decision. Tt is treated 
as wrong in the vrincipal text-book on the subject, Mr. J. Brooke 
Little’s Law of Burial. 3rd ed. (1912), p. 208. and also by the same 
learned author in his article on Burial and Cremation in Lord Hals 
bury’s Laws of England (vol. 3. at pages 464 ard 512). T accordingly 
give judgment for the defendants, with costs.—Counser, Vurk Romer, 
K.C.. and J. Brooke Little, for plaintiff: Frnest Charles, K.C.. and 
FP. H. L. Errinaton, for the defendant. Sorirrons, Pobbins, Olivey, 
& Lake. for Lonahotham &: Halifax; Few & Co., Dirons, 
Tlome. A Coles, Wakefield. 

[Reported by LL. M. May, Barrister-at-Law.] 
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BARRON v. POTTER. POTTER v. BERRY. 
13th March. 


Power or Drrectors—UNWILLING TO 
ComMPANy aT GENERAL MeetrnG—Companires (CONSOLIDATION) 
1908 (8 Ep. 7, c. 69), Tanne A, Crausp 885. 

A company had only two directors, one of whom was unwilling to act 
with the other. The power of appointing additional directors was with 
the directors, but the company, in general meeting, appointed additional 
directors. 

Held, that since the directors were unwilling to exercise their powers, 
they became exercisable by the company in general meeting. 

The British Seagumite Co. (Limited) was a private company incor- 
porated in January, 1912. By article 21 of the articles of association 
the number of directors was to be not less than two or 
more than ten. Article 26 provided that the quorum of directors for 
transacting business should, unless otherwise fixed by the directors, be 
two. The articles incorporated clauses 85 and 87 of Table A, which 
provide :—‘‘ The directors shall have power at any time, and from time 
to time, to appoint a person as additional director, who shall retire 
from office at the next following ordinary general meeting, 
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but shall be eligible for election by the company at that meeting as an 
additional director’? (Clause 85); and give power to the directors to 
regulate their business as they think fit, the chairman having a second 
or casting vote in case of equality (Clause 87). At the beginning of 
the year 1914, there were two directors only, W. J. Potter, the 
chairman and managing director, and Canon Barron, but Canon 
Barron refused to attend any board meeting with the chair 
man. On the 9th of February Canon Barron sent out a_ notice 


convening an extraordinary genera] meeting for the 24th of February 


at the registered offices of the company, for the purpose of passing a 
resolution termirating the appointment of W. J. Potter as managing 
director, and a resolution that other persons be appointed additional 
directors. Canon Barron went to the office on the 24th of February 
to be present at the meeting. W. J. Potter met him in the office before 
the meeting, and proposed the appointment of three persons as 
additional directors. Canon Barron ignored the proposal, whereupon 
W. J. Potter purported to vote, and declared them elected. The meet 
ing was then held. and the first resolution was carried on a show of 
hands, but W. J. Potter demanded a poll. The chairman declining to 
put the second resolution to the meeting, Canon Barron put it, and 
declared it carried. W. J. Potter then ruled that the resolution was 
illegal, as the power lay with the directors, and not with the company 
These actions were brought. the one by Canon Barron, to restrain 
three persons nominated by W. J. Potter from acting as directors, and 
for a declaration that they had not been validly appointed as directors, 
and the other by W. J. Potter, for a declaration that the appointment 
of the additional directors at the general meeting was ultra vires and 
invalid, and for an injunction restraining them from acting as directors. 
The respective plaintiffs now moved the court to grant interlocutory 
injunctions. 

WarrIncTon, J., said that what took place between W. J. Potter 
and Canon Barron immediately before the general meeting could not 
he regarded as business transacted at a board meeting. Canon 
Barron had refused to hoid any such meeting with W. J. Potter, and it 
was impossible for one director to force a board meeting on another. 
Hence no additional directors had been appointed pursuant to clause 
85 of Table A, and matters were at a deadlock. Under these circum 
stances the power of appointing an additional director became 
exercisable by the company in general meeting: see the observations 
of Cotton, L.J., and Fry, L.J.. in Isle of Wight Railway Co. v. 
T'ahourdin (1883, 25 Ch. D. 320, 332, 335). An injunction must there- 
fore be granted on the motion in Canon Barron’s action, and the 
motion in W. J. Potter’s action must be dismissed.—Covunsen, T'errell, 
K.C.. and Sheldon; Clauson, K.C., and Wright. Sorttcrrors, Purt- 
lett & Gluckstein; A. J. Greenon & Co. 


[Reported by J. B. C. Trecartuen, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re BELL. WRIGHT v. SCRIVENER. Warrington, J. 19th Feb. 


Wutt—Construction—Lecacy TO MANSERVANT—ONE PERSON ANSWER- 
ING THE DeESCRIPTION—INTENTION OF TESTATOR. 


A testator, who had in his employment a valet and a chauffeur, gave 
a legacy to his ‘‘ manservant’’ if he should be in his employment at 
the date of his death. At the date of his death the testator had only 
the chauffeur in his employment. 


Held, that the chauffeur was entitled to the legacy. 


This was an originating summons taken out by the plaintiff to 
determine the question whether he was entitled to a legacy on the 
construction of the will of Sir William Bell, who died in April, 1913. 
The testator, by his will, dated the 6th of October, 1911, made the 
following bequest :—‘‘I give to my manservant who shall be in my 
service at my death, in case he shall have been in my service for six 
calendar months at least next before my death, and shall not then be 
under notice to leave, whether given or received, the amount of one 
year’s wages in addition to any moneys which may be owing to him 
by me for wages at my death, and also all my wearing apparel.’’ The 
testator had in his employment at the date of his will a valet, who left 
his employment in July, 1912. The testator also at that date had the 
plaintiff in his employment as chanffeur, who remained in his employ- 
ment till the time of the testator’s death. The testator had lived in 
residential chambers, where domestic and personal attendance was 
supplied, and at the time of his death had no other manservant than 
the plaintiff. In addition to his services as chauffeur the plaintiff had 
oceasionally done other services for the testator, such as brushing his 
clothes or carrying his gun. It was contended on behalf of the execu- 
tors that the legacy was clearly intended for the valet if he remained 
in the testator’s service, and that the fact that the condition had not 
been fulfilled could not render another person entitled to it. 


Warrinaton, J., said that the case might have been different if 
there had been a valet in the service of the testator at the time of the 
testator’s death. But as the facts were, the plaintiff completely 
answered to the description in the will, and was the only person who 
did so. The legacy was given in terms sufficiently general to have 
been applicable to the plaintiff even if his duties had been confined to 
those of a chanffeur alone. He held that the plaintiff was entitled to the 
legacy.—Counsen, Care, K.C.. and Williems; Wright. Sortcrrors, 
Gill, Pearce, & Co.; Joseph Barrett & Son. 

[Reported by J. B. C. Treaanrzen, Barrister-at-law.] 


New Orders, &c. 


The County Court Rules, 1914. 
ORDER V. 
COMMENCEMENT oF ACTION. 
(Continued from page 500.) 

11. Order r Pule 13 (continned).— 

(10) Where proposed defendant is a domestic servant, labourer, &e.— 
Where the proposed defendant is a domestic or menial servant, a 
labourer a servant in husbandry, a journeyman, an artificer, a handi- 
craftsman, a miner, or any person engaged in manual labour, leave 
shali not be granted unless— 

(a) it appears by the affidavit that the proposed defendant was 
residing in the district when the debt or part thereof was con- 
tracted, or the cause of action wholly or in part arose; or 

(4) it appears by the affidavit that the proposed defendant or 
some person on his behalf was personally present in the district 
when the debt or part thereof was contracted, or that the proposed 
defendant or some person for whose acts or defaults he is alleged 
to be responsible was personally present in the district when the 
cause of action wholly or in part arose; or 

(c) the judge or registrar is satisfied that the proposed place 
of trial will not be less convenient to the proposed defendant than 
the court in which he could be sued without leave ; or 

(¢d) it appears by the affidavit that the proposed plaintiff has 
reason to believe that the proposed defendant admits the claim, 
and, that the proposed plaintiff has not more than twenty and not 
less than ten clear days before the filing of the affidavit given or 
caused to be given to the proposed defendant notice in writing 
of his intention to apply for leave, and has by such notice required 
the proposed defendant to state whether he disputes the claim, 
and that the proposed defendant has either admitted the claim 
or failed to give notice that he disputes it; 

and in such cases the forms of affidavit numbered 8a and 10a in the 
Appendix shall be used in lieu of the forms numbered 8 (1), 9 and 10, 
such paragraphs only of the said forms being used as are applicable to 
the circumstances. 

(11) Occupation of Proposed Defendant to be Stafed.—Subject to 
paragraph 9 of this rule, no leave shall be granted under this rule 
unless the occupation or description of the proposed defendant is fully 
set out in the affidavit filed for the issue of the summons, 

ORDER VI. 
PARTICULARS AND STATEMENT OF CLAIM. 

12. Order VI., Rule 1a.—Copies of Particulars to be Filed.—The 
following paragraph shall be added to Order VI., Rule 1, viz. :— 

The plaintiff shall, when filing particulars, file a copy to be annexed 
to the summons to be served on the defendant; and where there are 
more defendants than one, he shall file two copies for each additional 
defendant. He shall also, where so required by any of these rules, file 
an additional copy for the use of the judge. 


ORDER VII. 
Pratnt Note AnD Summons. SERVICE. 
Summons on Plaint. 

13. Order VII., Rule 2b.—Amendment of Form 23.—The words 
‘unless the court orders you to pay any further costs properly incurred 
by the plaintiff before receiving notice of such payment ’’ shall be 
added to paragraph 1 of the indorsement on Form 23; and the words 
‘‘or the court orders you to pay any further costs properly incurred 
by the plaintiff before receiving notice of such payment ”’ shall be added 
to paragraph 3 of the said indorsement. 

14. Order VII., Rule 4a.—Order VIT., Rules 3, 4, Annulled.—Order 
VII., Rules 3 and 4, are hereby annulled. 

Ordinary Summons and Service. 

The following rule shal] stand as Order VII., Rule 16a, viz. :— 

15. Order VII., Rule 16a.—Indorsement or affidavit of service under 
Rules 14, 15, to state in what capacity served.—Where a summons is 
served under either of the two last preceding rules, the indorsement or 
affidavit of service shall state whether the person served was served as 
a partner, or as the person carrying on the business, or as a person 
having or appearing to have the control or management of the business, 
or in both characters. 

Default Summons and Service. 

Order VIT., Rule 31, is hereby annulled, and the following rules shall 
stand in lieu thereof, viz. : 

16. Order VII., Rule 31.—Service on a firm.—Where a default sum- 
mons is issued against partners in the name of the firm, it shall be 
deemed to be sufficiently served on the firm if served personally on any 
one of the partners; and the indorsement or affidavit of service shall 
state that the person served was served as a partner. 

17. Order VII., Rule 31a.—Service on person carrying on business 
in name other than his own.—Where a default summons is issued 
against a person carrying on business in a name or style other than 





his own name in such name or style, it shall be served personally on 
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him, and the indorsement or affidavit of service shall state that the 
person served was served as the person carrying on business in that 
name or style. 


18. Order VII., Rule 34b.—Notice of trial, where defendant gives 
notice of intention to defend, 51 and 52 Vict., c. 43, s. 86 (3).—Where 
the defendant gives notice of his intention to defend, the registrar 
sball send by post to both plaintiff and defendant notice of the day 
upon which he shall have fixed that the trial shall take place at least 
ten clear days before the day so fixed. 


ORDER IX. 
DISCONTINUANCE, CONFESSION, ADMISSION, AND PAYMENT INTO OR OUT 
or Court. 

19. Order 1X., Rule 13a.—Payment into court by one or some of 
several defendants sued jointly.—When in an action against two or 
more defendants money is paid into court by one or some, but not all 
of them in respect of a cause of action for which the defendants are 


sued jointly, and the plaintiff elects to accept the sum so paid in, he | 


shall in addition to giving the notice required by Rule 13 of this Order 
give notice to the other defendants of his having accepted the money 
so paid in; and thereupon all further proceedings in respect of the 


joint cause of action, except as to costs, shall be stayed, and the judge | 


may, upon application by any party, make such order as may appear 
to be just as to the costs of the plaintiff and of the defendants (other 
than the defendant or defendants who has or have made the payment 
into court) incurred in respect of the cause of action satisfied by such 
payment. If the plaintiff does not accept the money so paid in by one 


or some but not all of several defendants in respect of a joint cause | 


of action, but proceeds to trial and recovers no more than the amount 
paid into court, the judge may make such order as may appear to be 
just in respect of the costs of the joint cause of action as between the 
plaintiff and the defendants other than the defendant or defendants 
who has or have made the payment into court. 

%. Order 1X., Rule 22 (2) Information as to money paid into 
Court.—The following paragraph shall he added to Order IX., Rule 22, 
viz. — 

For the purposes of this rule the registrar shall, on receipt of a 
written request from the party or his solicitor, together with a stamped 
and addressed envelope for reply, forward to the party or his solicitor 
in the addressed envelope information as to the amount (if any) paid 
into court: Provided that if a party or his solicitor requests such 
information in more than twenty actions at any one time, the registrar 
may require him or his solicitor to attend at the office of the court. 


ORDER X. 
Specran Derences 

21. Order X., Rules 2la.—Notice of fraud or misrepresentation as 
defence to claim or counter-claim.—Where a defendant, or a plaintiff in 
answer to a counter-claim, intends to rely on alleged fraud or misrepre 
sentation, he shall file a notice in accordance with Rule 10 or Rule 21 of 
this Order, and shall in his statement set forth concisely the particulars 
of the fraud or misrepresentation on which he intends to rely. 


ORDER XITT. 
INTERLOCUTORY AND INTERIM ORDERS AND PROCEEDINGS. 


Order XTI., Rule 9, is hereby annulled, and the following rule shall 
stand in lieu thereof, viz. :— 

22.—(1) Order XII., Rule 9.—Deposit hy plaintiff may be ordered 
where defendant resident more than 20 miles from court shows defence 
on merits.—Where the residence or place of business of a defendant is 
more than twenty miles distant from the court in which the plaint is 
entered, he may file with the registrar an affidavit dis losing a good 
defence upon the merits of the action. 

(2) The affidavit may be given or sent to the office of the registrar by 
hand on behalf of the defendant, or may be forwarded to the office by 
registered post; but in either case it shall (unless in the case of a 
default summons it ia sent with the notice of the defendant’s intention 
to defend the action) be sent so as to be delivered within office hours 
seven clear days at least. before the return day of the summons. 

(3) The registrar shal] duly consider the facts disclosed by the 
affidavit, and 

(a) if he is satisfied that the affidavit does not disclose a good 
defence, he shall send notice to the defendant according to the form 
in the Appendix (Form 89); but 

(b) if he is satisfied that the affidavit does disclose a good defence, 
he shall forthwith send notice to the plaintiff by post according to 
the form in the Appendix (Form 90), calling upon him to deposit 
in court within three clear days from the date of the notice such a 
sum as the registrar may, having reference to all the circumstances 
of the case, direct. 

(4) Amendment of Form 90.—The words ‘‘ Three clear daye”’ shall 
be substituted for the words ‘‘two clear days’’ in Form 90 in the 
Appendix. 

(5) Where a deposit ia reauired, then 

(a) if the deposit is duly made, the registrar shall send notice to 
the defendant according to the first paragraph in the form in the 
Apnendix (Form 91) ; 

(6) if the deposit is not duly made, the registrar shall send notice 


| to the defendant according to the second paragraph of the form in 
| the Appendix ; and in that case the action shall be struck out. 
ORDER XVI. 
DIscOVERY AND INSPECTION. 
Order XVI., Rule 21, is hereby annulled, and the following rule shal! 
stand in lieu thereof, viz. :— 

| 23. Order XVI., Rule 21.—Non-compliance with order.—If any part, 
| fails to comply with an order to answer interrogatories, or for discovery 
| or inspection of documents, he shall be liable to attachment. 

He shall also, if a plaintiff, be liable to Have his action stayed until 
the order is complied with, or dismissed for want of prosecution, and, 
if a defendant, be debarred from defending until the order is complied 
with ; and the party applying for discovery or inspection may apply to 
the court for an order to that effect, and an order may be made 
accordingly. 

Where application is made for the issue of a warrant of attachment, 
the provisions of Order XXV., Rules 58 to 63, shall apply. 

ORDER XXTIa. 
Tue County Courts Acr, 1903. 
Special Provisions as to Procedure. 

Order XXITA., Rule 15, is hereby annulled, and the following rul 
shall stand in lieu thereof, viz. : 

24. Order XNXITa., Rule 15.—Where defendant resident more than 20 
miles from court shows defence on merits.—Order XTI., Rule 9, para- 
| graph 2, shall be read as if the words “ten clear days’’ were substi 
tuted therein for the words ‘‘ seven clear days.”’ 

ORDER XXIII. 
JUDGMENTS AND ORDERS. 

Order XXITI., Rule 23, is hereby annulled, and the following rule 
shall stand in lieu thereof, viz. :— 

25. Order XXIITI., Rule 23.—Sale of personal property.—Form W5. 

Where an order directs any personal property to be sold, the same shall 
be sold by public auction or private contract, as the court shall direct ; 
and it shall be the duty of the high bailiff, if the court so directs, to 


superintend such sale, or to see that the directions of the court are duly 
carried out in accordance with Order IT., Rule 38. 


ORDER XXV. 


ENFORCEMENT OF JUDGMENTS AND ORDERS. 


Judgment Summons. 


26. Order XXV., Rule 31, paragraph 3, and Form 178s, in the 
Appendix, are hereby annulled, and the following paragraph, and the 
form in the Appendix, shall stand in lieu thereof, viz. :— 


(3) Order XXV., Rule 31 (3).—Judgment summons deemed to be a 
summons to a witness.—A judgment summons shall be deemed to be a 
summons to a witness within the meaning of section one hundred and 
eleven of the Act; and a notice according to the form in the Appendix 
(Form 178) shall be printed at the foot of or annexed to the summons. 


Order XXV., Rule 38, is hereby annulled, and the following rule 


shall stand in lieu thereof, viz. :— 


27. Order XXV., Rule 38.—Warrant of execution to be lodged in 
court before issue of judgment summons.—Where a party who has 
issued a warrant of execution against the goods of any party upon a 
judgment or order desires to issue a judgment summons against such 
party, the high bailiff of the court shall lodge the warrant of execufion 
in court, and a judgment summons shall not issue until the warrant 
has been so lodged ; but any such warrant, if not fully executed, may 
be re-issued by leave of the judge. 

Where order issued to foreign court.—Where in any such case the 
warrant has been sent for re-issue to a foreign court, the high bailiff 
of the foreign court shall, on request of the high bailiff of the home 
court, return the warrant to him to be lodged in court. 

Order for possession fees.—In any such case the judge, or where the 
warrant has been sent for re-issue to a foreign court, the judge of that 
court may, if he thinks fit, on application by the high bailiff, make 
an order for the payment by the execution creditor to the high bailiff 
of any fees or expenses incurred prior to the recall of the warrant, on 
application made in accordance with Order XXVITI., Rule 1, para- 
graph 2. 

28. Order XXV., Rule 49b.—Amendment of Order XXV., Rules 48, 
48a, 49, 49a.—Order XXV., Rules 48, 48a, 49 and 49a, are hereby 
amended as follows, viz. :— 

(a) The word “entered ”’ shall be substituted for the word ‘in- 
dorsed ”’ in Order XXV., Rule 48, Rule 49, paragraphs 1 and 4, and 
Rule 49 a, paragraphs 1 and 4. 

(b) Order XXV., Rule 48a, paragraph 4, is hereby annulled, and the 
following paragraph shall stand in lieu thereof, viz. :— 

(4) The bailiff holding the order, on receiving any payment or notice 
of any payment, shall forthwith enter in ink on the face of the order, 
at the foot or in the margin thereof, the amount of such payment, and 
shall deduct the same from the amount entered on the order as that 
on payment of which the debtor may be discharged, and shall sign 





auch entry, according to the form in the Appendix (Form 188a) ; and the 
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order of commitment, unless withdrawn by the plaintiff, shall thence- 
forth operate as an order of commitment for non-payment of the 
amount remaining due after such deduction. 

Warrant of Attachment. 


29. Order XXV., Rule 59a.—Amendment of Order XAXV., Rule 59, 
and Form 347.—Order XXV., Rule 59, shall be read as if the words 
‘and at an hour’’ were inserted therein after the word ‘‘day,” and 
the words ‘‘at the hour of in the noon ’”’ shall be 
inserted in Form 347 in the Appendix after the words ‘“ will on 
the day of ;”@. 

Miscellaneous Provisions. 

3. Order XXV., Rule Tla.—Amendment of Order XXV., Rule 71 
(1).—(1) Order AXV., Rule 71, paragraph 1, shall be read as if the 
words ‘* on notice in accordance with the rules as to interlocutory appli- 
cations ’’ were inserted therein after the words ‘‘ may apply.’’ 

(2) Hxamination before registrar of court in district of which debtor 
resides.—The following paragraphs shall be added to Order XXV., 
Rule 71, viz. : 

(5) Where the debtor or other person for whose attendance and 
examination an order is made does not reside or carry on business 
within the district of the court, the court may make an order for the 
attendance and examination of such debtor or other person before the 


, registrar of any court within the district of which such debtor or other 


person resides or carries on business, at such time and place as such 
last-mentioned registrar shall appoint. 

(6) In any such case the sealed copy of the order for attendance and 
examination to be served upon the person to be bound thereby shall be 
sent by the registrar of the court in which the order is made to the 
registrar before whom the examination is to take place, and such last- 
mentioned registrar shall insert therein a notice of the time and place 
appointed for the examination, and shall issue the copy for service in 
accordance with paragraph 2 of this rule. 

(7) Application of Order XVIII., Rules 25 to 3.—Rules 25 to WO of 
Order XVIII. shall, with the necessary modifications, apply to examina- 
tions under this rule; and in the application of those rules to cases in 
which the examination is to be held before the registrar of another 
court the word ‘‘ examiner ”’ shall mean the registrar of another court, 
and the word “‘ registrar’ shall mean the registrar of the court in 
which the order for examination is made. 

31. Order XXV., Rule 74.—Application to judge to suspend judg- 
ment, d&c.—(1) An application to the judge to suspend or stay any 
judgment, order, or execution, or to order the discharge of any debtor 
confined in prison by order of a court, under section one hundred and 
fifty-three of the Act, shall be made in accordance with the rules as to 
interlocutory applications. 

(2) Application to registrar pending application to judge.—Where 
any person desires to apply to the judge under the said section to 
suspend or stay any judgment, order, or execution, he may, in the 
absence of the judge, apply to the registrar, who may in his discretion, 
and on such terms as he shall think fit, suspend or stay such judgment, 
order, or execution until application can be made to the judge. 


ORDER XXVII. 
INTERPLEADER. 


32. Order XXVII., Rule 5a.—Amendment of Order XXVII., Rule 5. 
—Order XXVII., Rule 5, shall be read as if the words “or if the 
time for service of the summons has been abridged under, the last pre- 
ceding rule, then within such reasonable time before the return day 
as the time of service of the summons permits,’’ were inserted therein 
after the words “‘ return day.” - 

33. Order XNXVII., Rule 15 (4a).—Amendment of Order XXVII., 
Rule 15 (4).—The following words shall be added to Order XXVII., 
Rule 15, paragraph 4, viz. :— 

The interpleader summons shall be served in such time and mode as 
by these rules directed for the service of an ordinary summons to appear 
to a plaint. 

34. Order XXVII., Rule 16.—Discovery, trial, costs, and incidental 
matters in interpleader proceedings.—Order XXVII., Rule 15, para- 
graph 8, is hereby annulled, and the following rule shall stand as Rule 
16 of the said Order, viz. :— 

Orders XVI. and XXII. shall, with the necessary modifications, apply 
to interpleader proceedings; and the judge may, in and for the pur- 
poses of any such proceedings, make all such orders as to costs and all 
other matters (including, in the case of proceedings under the last pre 
ceding rule, the repayment to the defendant of any costs paid by him 
into court, and the disposal of any money, chose in action, goods or 


chattels paid or brought by the defendant into court) as may be just | 


and reasonable. 
ORDER XXXV. 
‘Tue Summary Procepure on Brus or Excuange Act, 1855. 

Order XXXV., Rule 3, is hereby annulled, and the following rule 
shall stand in lieu thereof, viz. :- 

35. Order XXXV., Rule 3.—Notice of trial to be given.—Where 
leave is given to defend, the registrar shall fix a day for the action to be 
tried, and shall send to the plaintiff by post notice thereof according 
to the form in the Appendix (Form 40), together with a copy of the 
affidavit made by the defendant, and shall also send to the defendant 








by post a notice accordiltig to the form in the Appendix (Form 41). 
Such notices shall be sent at least ten clear days before the day so fixed, 
and the day for trial shall be fixed for the first convenient sitting of the 
court after the expiration of the notice. 
ORDER L. 

PROCEEDINGS UNDER ACTS CONFERRING JURISDICTION ON THE COoURTSs. 

The subheading in Order L, Zhe Merchant Shipping Act; 1694, 
Section 610, aud Rules 22 to 29 of that Order, and Forms 446, 447, and 
448 in the Appendix, are hereby annulled, and the following subheading 
and rules, and the forms in the Appendix, shall stand in lieu thereot, 
viz. :— 
Lhe Pilolage Act, 1913, Section 28. 


c 


56. Order L., Lule 22.—Appeals under 2 & 3 Geo. 5, c. 31, s. 28, tv 
be by petition.—A pilot who is aggrieved by any such action of a pilot- 
age authority as in section 28 of the Pilotage Act, 1913, mentioned, and 
who desires to appeal to a judge of county courts under the said section, 
shall proceed by filing in the court having jurisdiction in Admiralty 
within the port for where he is licensed a petition setting forth con- 
cisely the matter in respect of which he is aggrieved and the grounds 
of appeal, and stating an address at which documents may be served 
on him. 

37. Order L., Rule 23.—Time for appealing.—Subject to the pro- 
visions of these rules, a petition of appeal must be filed within one month 
from the date of the action of the pilotage authority which forms the 
subject matter of the appeal. 

38. Order L., Rule 24.—(1) Z'ile of petition.—The petition shall be 
intituled ‘‘ in the matter of the Pilotage Act, 1913, and in the matter 
of an appeal by » under section 28 of the 
said Act.” 

(2) Copies.—On the filing of the petition the appellant shall deliver to 
the registrar a copy thereof to be served on the pilotage authority, and 
a further copy for the use ol the judge. 

(3) Date of hearing.—On the filing of the petition the registrar shall 
fix a day and hour on and at which the petition will be heard, the day 
to be so fixed as to allow the copy of the petition to be served on the 
pilotage authority at least fifteen clear days before the date so fixed, 
unless the pilotage authority or their solicitors on their behalf agree to 
accept shorter service. 

(4) Notice to parties. Forms 446, 447.—On the day for the hearing 
being fixed the registrar shall give or send by post notice in writing to 
the appellant, stating the day and hour on and at which the petition will 
be heard, and shall issue a copy of the petition under the seal of the 
court for service on the pilotage authority, together with a notice signed 
by the registrar himself, and under the seal of the court, stating the 
place at which and the day and hour on and at which the petition will 
be heard, and that if the respondents do not attend in person or by 
their solicitors such order will be made and proceedings taken as the 
judge may think just and expedient. 

(5) Service on respondents.—The copy and notice mentioned in the 
last preceding rule shall be served on the pilotage authority ten clear 
days at least before the day so fixed for the hearing, unless the ' 
authority or their solicitors on their behalf agree to accept shorter 
service. 

(6) The copy and notice may be served upon either the secretary or 
clerk of the pilotage authority, if such there be, and if not, then upon 
some member of the authority. 

(7) Mode of service.—Where service effected otherwise than by 
bailiff.—Service may be effeeted in accordance with Order VII., Rule 
33, and if it is effected otherwise than by a bailiff the provisions of 
Order VII., Rule 34, shall apply. 

[To be continued. | 





Mental Deficiency “Act, 1913. 

Notice is hereby given, under the Rules Publication Act, 1893, that 
it is proposed by the Secretary of State for the Home Department, 
after the expiration of at least forty days from this date, in pursuance 
of the powers conferred upon him by the Mental Deficiency Act, 1913, 
to make Regulations supplementary to the Provisional Regulations made 
on the 2nd of April, 1914. 

Draft copies of the said Regulations can be purehased, either directly 
or through any bookseller, from Messrs. Wyman & Sons, Ltd., Fetter 
lane, London, E.C. 

Dated this Ist day of May, 1914. 

The Board of Control, 66, Victoria-street, S.W. 








The Rev. H. 8. Pelham, in a lecture on the Ist inst. at the Social 
Work Conference, held by the Southwark Women’s Diocesan Associa 
tion, in Cambridge House, Camberwell, urged that all boys under 


| twenty-one should be tried in the Children’s Courte. No child, he was 


convinced, was born with criminal tendencies ; in most cases the parents 
were the real offenders. Social reformers were apt to-take too- much on 
themselves, and the responsibility of the parents should be insisted 
upon. There should not be the absurdity of 4 burly father telling « 
magistrate he could do nothing with his boy of ten years ok He 
added that there would be a great decrease of juvenile crite if there 
were more facilities provided for play to relieve the monotony. 
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Societies. 
The Wakefield Incorporated Law Society. 


The annual meeting of members was held at the Bull Hotel, Wake 
field, on Thursday, the 5th of March, 1914. Present: Mr. A. E. 
Greaves (president) in the chair, Messrs. Allibone, Briggs, Bell, Cart 
wright, J. Charlesworth, T. E. Catterall, Cooke, Coles, Fernandes, 
Jones, W. H. Kingswell, F. A. Kingswell, A. D. Smith, Townend, and | 
G. Beaumont (hon. secretary). The following officers were elected for 
the year 1914 :—President, Mr. J. B. Cooke ; vice-presidents, Mr. W. H. 
Kingswell and Mr. H. F. Atter; honorary treasurer, Mr. H. F. 
Atter; honorary secretary, Mr. Wm. Dickinson; elected members of | 
the committee : Mr. G. Beaumont; Mr. H. Chalker; Mr. W. H. Coles, 
Mr. A. E. Greaves, Mr. C. J. Haworth, Mr. R. C. Williamson, Mr. 
T. E. Catterall, Mr. W. Townend, and Mr. T. H. Wordsworth; 
honorary librarian, Mr. William Henry Kingswell; auditors, Messrs. 
Allibone and F. A. Kingswell ; representatives on Council of Yorkshire 
Board of Legal Studies, Messrs. C. J. Haworth and A. D. Smith; | 
Representatives on Yorkshire Union of Law Societies, Messrs. H 
Chalker and A. E. Greaves 

It was resolved : ‘‘ That this society join the Associated Provincial 
Law Societies.”’ 


The following are extracts from the report of the committee : 

Members.—The number of ordinary members is now 50. 

Library.—A list of books added to the library during the year will 
be found in the appendix. The library has again been of great use tu 
the members of the society, 2,693 books having been taken out during 
the year, compared with 2,565 last year. The committee has decided 
that Halsbury’s ‘‘ Laws of England”’ must not be removed from the 
library. 

Obituary.—Your committee regret to have to record the deaths 
during the year 1913 of two past presidents of the society. Mr. Claude 
Leatham, D.L., who died on the 25th of April last, was president in | 
the year 1894, and was for many years a member of the committee. Mr. 
Harry Plews, who died on the 6th of September last, was president in 
the years 1895 and 1896, and again in 1911. He was also one of the 
secretaries of the society from the time of its incorporation, in 1885, 
until the end of 1893, and afterwards rendered valuable service to th« 
society as its representative on the Yorkshire Union of Law Societies 
and as a member of the committee of the society up to the time of his 
ck ath. 

Disciplina y proceedings The proceedings taken by the society 
resulted in the solicitor being struck off the rolls. The Law Societs 
paid the bill of costs incurred by this society, and the grateful thanks 
of this society are due to the Law Society for their financial assistance 
in the matter 

Land Transfer.—During the current year very important proposals 
will come before Parliament on the questions embodied in the Real Pro 
perty and Conveyancing Bills introduced by the Lord Chancellor. In 
face of the introduction of these Bills the Law Society will not proceed 
with their own Bill, but will support the proposals of the Lord Chan 
cellor, with the proviso that the two Bills should be made into on 
Bill. The proposals in question effect some very sweeping changes in 
the whole of the law relating to conveyancing, and will receive the 
careful attention of the committee during the present year. 





Middle Temple. 

The Treasurer and Masters of the Bench entertained the following 
guests at dinner on the night of the 30th of April, being the grand 
night in Easter term. Viscount Milner, Lord Charles Beresford, the 
Bishop of Winchester, Mr. Bonar Law, Lord Justice Eady. the Trea 
surer of Gray’s Inn, Sir Frederick Treves, the Master. Mr. Solomon J 
Solomon, R.A., the Astronomer-Royal, the Rev. G. E. Newsom, and 
the Under-Treasurer. 


The Union Society of London. 


The annual dinner of the above society was held at the Trocadero 
Restaurant on the th of April. Mr. J. Guy Baker, the president, was 
in the chair, and others present were : Mr. Justice Shearman, Mr. R. F. 
Graham-Campbell, Mr. Ernest E, Wild, K.C., Mr. W. R. Willson, 
Mr. G. F. Kingham (ex-president), Mr. W. B. Ferguson, K.C., Mr. 
©. H. Counsell, Mr. C. Gallop (hon. treasurer), and Mr. J. H. Coram 
(hon. secretary). Mr. Justice Shearman responded to the toast of 


Che Bench,’’ and Mr. Ernest Wild replied for ‘‘ The Bar.” 


The twenty-fourth meeting of the 1913-14 session was held at 3, 
King’s Bench-walk, Temple, on Wednesday, the 6th of May, at 8 p.m. 
The president was in the chair. Mr, Edison-Thomas moved : “ That 
in the opinion of this house separate parliaments for Scotland and 
Wales would not be in the best interests of Great Britain as a whole.” 


Mr. Fletcher opposed. There also spoke :—Mr. David-Devis, Mr. | 
Reid, Mr. Barclay, Mr. Steimann, Mr. Counsell, Mr. Gallop, Mr. Leigh. | 
Lemon, Mr. Craufurd. The motion was carried. m= if 





United Law Society. 


The annual dinner of the above society was held at the Holborn 
Restaurant, Kingsway, on Tuesday, the 28th of April, 1914, to celebrate 
the fiftieth year of the society’s existence, the Right Hon. the Earl of 
Halsbury being in the chair. The toast of ‘‘ The Legal Profession” 
was proposed by Mr. G. K. Chesterton, and responded to by Mr. 
Justice Atkin, Mr. A. M. Langdon, K.C., and Mr. Walter Trower, 
president of the Law Society. The Right Hon. the Earl of Halsbury 
proposed the toast of ‘‘The United Law Society,’’ and Mr. Wynne 
E. Baxter, J.P., the founder of the society, and Mr. 8S. E. Redfern, 
the chairman of the society, responded. Thehealth of ‘‘ The Visitors ”’ 
was proposed by Sir William Bull, M.P., and responded to by Mr. 
Percy H. Webb. Mr. J. B. Matthews, K.C., proposed the toast of 


| “The Chairman,” and the Right Hon. the Earl of Halsbury responded. 


Musical items were provided by members of the profession in the course 


| of the evening, and great amusement was afforded by ‘‘Some Legal 


Questions and Answers” by Mr. Walter L. Emanuel. 








The Rating of Site Values. 


Mr. H. Trustram Eve, the secretary, read a paper before the Farmers’ 
Club on the 4th inst., says the 7'imes, severely criticizing the final report 
of the Departmental Committee on Local Taxation. It is the report, 
issued a month ago, which is the basis of Mr. Lloyd George’s Budget 
proposals with reference to local authorities. 

Mr. Eve criticized the composition of the committee, which, with 
three exceptions, consisted of Government officials, and contained not 
a single representative of rural rating authorities. The committee 
included Mr. Edgar Harper, who was put on the committee for the 
special purpose of producing the proposal for rating on site values 
vhich was contained in the minority report—an unjust and absurd 
proposal, 

Passing to the proposal of the majority report that all rating values 
should be prepared by Mr. Harper and his Government valuers instead 
of by the local assessment committees, Mr. Eve said the assessment 
committees were to remain for one purpose only—to hear objections. 

‘But,”’ said Mr. Eve, “‘ do you, as practical farmers, think that the 
valuers of Mr. Harper's staff are qualified to say what your farms are 
vorth from year to year? You have seen them when they valued your 
farms under the 1909 Budget. You know how long they were there 

‘ They will annualize from the capital value they then arrived 
at, and on that you will pay.” 

As a rating surveyor he would, so far as his pocket was concerned, 
welcome the minority report, With nine million hereditaments all upset 
at once, with new valuation lists to be prepared each year, his mouth 
watered at the thought of the work surveyors would get to do. 

In the course of the discussion Sir Graham Bower said if the report 
were carried into effect a man who worked a barren land into a “ smiling 
country ’’ would be taxed, while the men who robbed the public on the 
Stock Exchange would go free. Such a scheme as this was not only 
bad finance, but dishonesty. 


Law Students’ Journal. 
Calls to the Bar. 


The following gentlemen were called to the bar on the 6th inst. : 

Lincotn’s Inn.—N. G. Touche, Univ. Coll., Oxford, B.A.; G. T. 
Watts, A. W. K. Thompson, J. T. Gilbert, jun., Brasenose Coll., 
Oxford, B.A 

InNeR Tempte.—J. E. F. Mann, B.A., Oxford (Certificate of Honour, 
Hilary, 1914); W. H. T. E. Crawley, B.A., LL.B., Camb.; W. G. 
Constable, B.A., Camb.; A. G. Kirby, B.A., Oxford; C. R. Grace, 
B.A., Camb.; M. A. M. Davies, B.A., Oxford; E. Conder, B.A., 
Oxford ; G. Egerton-Warburton, B.A., Oxford ; R. Bevir, B.A., Oxford ; 
A. M. Grieve, B.A., Oxford ; F. D. Grundy, B.A., Oxford ; C. E. Roch- 
ford, B.A., Oxford; H. P. Heimann, B.A., Camb. ; H. W. Wightwick, 
B.A., Oxford; J. Orchard, M.A., Oxford; P. S. Pitt, M.A., Camb. ; 
A. C. Longland, B.A., Oxford; W. P. Jackson, B.A., Camb.; T. D. 
Barnes, B.A., Oxford; I. Kaplan, B.A., Camb.; L. W. W. Buxton, 
M.A., Camb. ; J. H. Wood, B.A., Oxford. 

Mippte Tempte.—W. 8S. Mapes (Certificate of Honour, C.L.E., 
Hilary, 1914); L. H. R. Barr; S. Salomon, M.A., Manchester; T. G. 8. 
Rogers; L. H. J. G. R. F. D’Esclands; E. H. J. N. Dalton, a 
Camb.; T. Orr, M.D., D.Se.; A. F. Allen, B.Sc., London, F.C.S. ; 
(:. D. Barlow; N. P. Nussbaum, B.A., LL.B., London; P. T. L. 
Huuter; J. S. Bruce-Vanderpuye; F. A. Wilshire; T. M. C. Thomas; 
T. LA. Gates. 

Gray's Inn.-R. A. Johnson, M.A., New Coll., Oxford; M. L. F. 
Elliott, B.A., Clare Coll., Camb.; W. Rutherford; H. W. Clothier; 


| G. M. Herbert-Smith, B.A., LL.B., Trinity Coll., Camb.; P. Hen- 


derson, M.A., St. John’s Coll., Camb., Ph.D., University of omy 
M. F. Healy, B.A., Royal University of Ireland (member of the Irish 
Bar); W. A. Cummins, B.A., LL.B., Trinity Coll., Dublin (member of 
the Irish Bar) 

This list includes only the names of baristers who appear likely to 
practice in England. 














rm 
te 
of 











May 9, 1914. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. [Vol. 58.] 521 








Companies, 


Northern Assurance Co. (Limited). 


The annual meeting of the company was held at Aberdeen on Wed- 
nesday. The report showed an increase of £15,573 in the fire account, 
while the loss ratio of last year was 51.5 per cent., or 1.5 per cent. 
less than in the previous year, and 6 per cent. less than the accumu 
lated experience of the company. The expense ratio was practically 
the same as that of the previous year. The net result of the account 
was a profit of £131,571. In the life department the sum assured 
was £440,640. The funds of the department had increased by 


EE 


LAW REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY 


No. 15, LINCOLN’S INN FIELDS, LONDON, W.C. 
ESTABLISHED 1853. 

Capital Stock ... on an oes oe -- £400,000 
Debenture Stock ion eee ~ oe £331,130 
REVERSIONS PURCHASED. ADVANCES MADE THEREON 
Forms of Preposal and full information can be obtained at the Society's Offices, 

G. H. MAYNE, Secretary. 





| Lord Mayor, on the assumption that the purchase-money had _ been 


£114,560, bringing them to £5,374,169. In the accident department | 
a profit of £11,991 had been realised. The profit and loss account | 


shewed a balance of £368,046. The dividend for the year amounts to 
7s. per share plus a bonus of 2s. per share, 





Royal Exchange Assurance. 


The annual general court was held at the head office in the Royal | 


Exchange, on Wednesday, the 29th ult. The directors report that the 
assets amount to £7,093,062, and the profit and loss account shews a 
halance of £580,823. The dividend for the year amounts to 10 per cent. 








Legal News. 


Appointment. 


Mr. EDWARD SHEARM, late Supreme Court Taxing Master, has been 
appointed Chairman of the County Licensing Committee -for Cornwall. 





Changes in Partnerships. 


Dissolutions. 


Georce Rosert Hvussarp and Harry JAMEs SHEPARD, solicitors 
(Hubbard & Shepard), 40, Chancery-lane. Jan. 1. The said George 
Robert Hubbard will continue his business at the same premises on his 
own account and in his own name, and the said Harry James Shepard 
will continue his business at the same premises on his own account and 
in his own name. [Gazette, May 1. 

Atrrep Potnton and Epwarp EversuHep, solicitors (Pointon & 
Evershed), 5, Temple-row West, Birmingham. May 1. 

(Gazette, May 5. 


General. 


On the 30th of April the Royal Assent was given to the Army 
(Annual) Bill and several private Bills, including the Crystal Palace 
Bill. 

The King, on Saturday, the 2nd inst., at Buckingham Palace, con 
ferred the honour of knighthood upon Mr. Justice Shearman and Mr. 
Justice Sankey. 

Mr. Herbert Jenner-Fust, of the Inner Temple, barrister-at-law, 
has been appointed clerk of the Saddlers’ Company in succession to the 
late Mr. J. W. Sherwell. 

Mr. Robert Henry Speed, of Cavendish-road East, Nottingham, 
solicitor, notarv public, and Registrar of the Nottingham County Court, 
left estate of the gross value of £50,401, of which the net personalty 
has been sworn at £39,677. 

At an inquest at Southwark on Wednesday, on the body of a clerk, 
who was knocked down by a motor-car, one of the witnesses said that 
the dead man, who was a friend of his, used to go ‘‘on the oil’’ when 
he was worried. The Coroner: ‘‘ Oil!’’ That is a new expression. I 
have never heard of it. A Juror: It is a common expression ; it means 
drink. 

At the City Sessions in Dublin, on the Ist inst., arising out of a 
claim for the use of a telephone, the Recorder of Dublin said that for 
a considerable time he had been paying for a telephone on which he 
could never get a reply. If a man knew his way about, he could put 
the Post Office to considerable expense by having a petition of right 
filed. 

Among the Bills, says the Times, to which the Royal Assent was 
signified in the House of Lords on the 30th ult., was the Bill authorizing 
the terms under which the Crystal Palace and its grounds are to become 
public property. The transfer from Lord Plymouth to the trustees, 
under Sir David Burnett’s chairmanship, can now be legally carried 
out, and the final stage has thus been reached in the preliminaries 
necessary for releasing Lord Plymouth from the burden he so generously 
undertook in 1911. It will be remembered that, by buying the pro- 
perty at that time from the Receiver in Bankruptcy, at the cost to 
himself of £230,000, Lord Plymouth, at the request of the Lord Mayor, 
who expected to raise at once a Mansion House fund for public purchase, 
took the only step by which this important open space, with its historic 
associations, could have been saved from being cut up into building 
lots. But ‘t was not till last December, after many vicissitudes, that 
the Mansion House fund was successfully closed. In June, when the 





promised by the local authorities, was still £90,000 short of the 
required amount, he implored the 7'imes to come to his rescue. In a 
fortnight the whole sum was subscribed in response to the appeal made 
by the Times, largely owing to the stimulus afforded by ‘A Private 
Citizen's’ offer to add 10s. to every pound until his own contribution 
was £30,000. Even then, however, owing to the failure of certain 
local authorities, Sir David Burnett found that £30,000 on which he 
had relied was not forthcoming, but Lord Plymouth once more saved 
the situation by increasing the donation of £5,000 he had already made 
to the Times fund by the amount still outstanding. 


In the course of the hearing in the Admiralty Division last Saturday 
of the case of The Maipo, before Sir Samuel Evans, President, sitting 
with two of the Elder Brethren of the Trinity House, which was a 
claim for salvage remuneration for services rendered to the Chilean 
transport Jaipo, in the Atlantic Ocean and Falmouth Harbour, Mr. 
Samuel Collins, the harbourmaster at Falmouth, was being cross 
examined when he fell backwards from the witness-box. Doctors were 


sent for, but it was some little time before the first arrived. Mr. 
Collins was then carried out of court, and it was shortly afterwards 
announced that he was dead. The court at once adjourned for the day. 


In the City of London Court, on the 1st inst., before Judge Atherley- 
Jones, K.C., Mrs. Ellen Bishop, 33, Bolingbroke-grove, Wandsworth, 
made a claim against Mr. C. W. Bone, motor trader, 276, Central Meat 
Market, for £2 9s., the value of a dog which was run over and killed 
on the 22nd of February by his alleged negligence, and veterinary 
surgeon’s fee. A passer-by said that the car was going very slowly, 
and that it could have been stopped in time. The dog walked out into 
the road and was run over. The defendant stated he had no time to 
pull up. Judge Atherley-Jones, K.C., said that dogs were entitled to 
as much freedom of action as were children or grown-up people. He 
found for the plaintiff for the amount claimed with costs. 


At Marylebone County Court, on the 5th inst., says the Times, 
Deputy-Judge Gurner heard an action brought by the Postmaster- 
General to recover £1 from Mr. Edward Stanley Mold Perowne, soli- 
citor, of 10, Coleman-street, E.C. Mr. E. R. H. Holmes, for the Post- 
master-General, said that the usual contract had been entered into by 
the defendant. The £1 asked for was for calls in excess of the number 
allowed for 30s. a year. According to the agreement entered into, an 
account certified by the Accountant-General or other proper officer was 
to be accepted. Mr. J. H. Watts (for the defence) contended that the 
plaintiff’s claim must fail, as the defendant had not been supplied with 
an account certified by the Accountant-General. The defendant had 
only been served with a demand note for £1. The defendant was 
surely entitled to a proper account for the extra calls. The Judge: 
The notice which has been served is sufficient evidence for the amount 
due. Mr. Watts said that, his main point was that his client did not 
owe this amount. The Post Office system was at fault. The Judge: 
The defendant signed an agreement, which is quite sufficient evidence, 
o my mind, that there is a sovereign due from him. Mr. Watts : The 
defendant is bringing the case in the interests of the public. Until 
now he had not been charged for a single call over the 30s. I suggest 
a mistake has been made. The judge found for the Postmaster-General, 
and at first refused leave to appeal. Afterwards he granted it, remark 
But on the point raised T have no reasonable doubt.”’ 


ing, ‘* 





Wry Pay Rent? Take an Immediate Mortgage free in event of death 
from the Scorrisu TeMPEeRANCe Lire Assurance Co. (LimiTep). Repay- 
ments usually less than rent. Mortgage expenses paid by the Company. 
Prospectus from 3, Cheapside, E.C. ’Phone 6002 Bank.—(Advt.) 








Herrina, Son & Daw (estab. 1773), surveyors and valuers to 
several of the leading banks and insurance companies, beg to announce 
that they are making a speciality of valuations of every class of pro- 
perty under the Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910. Valuation offices: 98, 
Cheapside, F C., and 312, Brixton-hill, 8.W. Telephone: City 377; 


Streatham 130.—(Advt.) 





Members of the legal profession who are not already familiar with 
the Oxford Sectional Bookcase are invited to. look into the merits of a 
bookcase combining handsome appearance, high-class workmanship, and 
moderate cost. The ‘‘ Oxford” is probably the only dust-proof sectional 
bookcase obtainable. An extremely interesting booklet containing illus- 
trations and prices may be obtained, post free, from the manufacturers, 
William Baker & Co., The Model Factory, Oxford.—(Advt.) 
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Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 
ROTA OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


Date. EMERGENCY APPEAL CouRT Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
RoTA. No. 1 JoYcR, WARRINGTON, 

Monday May 11 Mr. Jolly Mr. Farmer Mr. Synge Mr. Borrer 
Tuesday .... 12 Greswell Synge borrer Leach 
Wednesday .. 13 Bloxam Church Jolly Greswel] 
Thursday .... 14 Goldschmidt Greswell Bloxam Jolly 
Friday .... 15 Leach Jolly Goldschmidt Bloxam 
Satu day .... 16 Borrer Bloxam Farmer Synge 

Date Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 

4 NEVILLE. Eve. SARGANT. ASTBURY. 

Monday May 11 Mr. Church Mr, Bloxam Mr. Goldschmidt Mr. Greswe'l 
Tuesday .... 12 Farmer Jolly Rloxam Church 
Wednesday .. 13 Goldschmidt Syne Farmer Leach 
Thursday .... 14 Leach Farmer Church Borrer 
Fr'day cove Rorrer Chu ch Greswell Syrge 
Satarcay .... 16 Greswell Goldschmidt Leach Jolly 








The Property Mart. 


Forthcoming Auction Sales. 


Mav 13.—Mesers. Hawrton & Sons, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Residences (see 
advertisement, font page, April 25). 

May 13.— Messrs, Baxter, Payys, & Lepper, at the Mart, at 2: Grcund Rent (sce 
advertisement, back page, this week). 

Mav 21.—Messrs, Simson & Sons, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Ground Rents 
(see advertisement, back page, this week). 

May 26—Mesers. Hanraops, Lrp., at the Mart, at 2: A newly-erected Residence (see 
advertieement, back page, April 25). 


Result of Sale. 


Reversrions, Life Policies, Shares, &c. 


Mosers. H. BE. Foeren & Cranrrecp heli their usnal Fortnightly Periodical Sale 
of these interests, at the Mart, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C., on Thursday last, when the 
following lota were sol”, at the prices mentioned :-—- 

ABSOLUTE REVERSIONS— 
To Two-ninths of £5,351 1€s. 8d. ee oe ee ee +» Bold £360 
To One-cighth of £16,600. . ee ee o oe oe oe » £480 
POLICIES OF ASSURANCE— 
For £3,000 .. ee ee ee ee ee ee ee ee » £1,315 
For £400 on es e es ae es ee ee ” £370 
Manor Park Cemetery Co., Lid., 3,129 Shares of 8s. 9d. each ee »» £1,720 19s 








Winding-up Notices. 


JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, May 1. 


CONTINENTAL FARCE SYNDICATE, LTD.—Creditors are required, on or before Jane 3, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Richard Henry Gillespie, 20a, Charing Cross rd, liquidator. 

BURTON THEATRE, LTD —Creditors are required, on or before May 25, to send their 
names and addresses and the particulars of their debts or cla ms, to Joseph Sedgw ck, 
8, St Mary's gate, Derby, liquidat r. 

N. Nicnotus & Son, Lrp.—Creditors are r quired, on or before May 19, to send 
their names aud addresses, and the particulars of their debts or c'aims, to W. H. 
Armi' age, Station st bldgs, Huddersfield, or to F. H. Ware, 7, Unity st, College Green 
Bristol. liquidators. ; 

THOMAS MORRISON & €o, LtD.—Creditors are required, on or before May 30, to send 
their names and addresses. and the particulars of their debts or claims, to F. G. Van 
de Linde, 4, Fenchurch av, liquidator, 


JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
Liuirep tw CHancery. 
London Gazette.—TUESDAY, May 5. 


PAGE HALL CivuB, Ltp,—Creditors are required, on or before Jure 4, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Jc hn Jones 
Parker, Ta/bot chmbrs, 6, North Church st, Sheffield, liquidater. 

Harris Gas Stove Co, Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or before June 16, to send 
their names aud addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Charl s 
Kean Vokins, Coventry house, South pl, Finsbury pvmt, liquidator. J 

SATTERFIRLD, Bye & Co, Ltp.—Creditors are required on or before June 2, to send 
their. names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or clains to Mr 
George Edward Waworth, Duchy chmbrs, Clarence st, Manchester, liquidator, , 


Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 


London Gazette.—Fripay, May 1. 


Summerseat Waste Bleaching Co, Ltd. 
5 ah ae &,Clephan, Ltd, 

ertheim, Wenk & Co, Ltd. Blakeney Gas Light & Cok 
Porritt Brother & Austio, Ltd. Morkwa Prospecters, Ltd. nian 
Cockermouth Farmer's Auction Co, Ltd. Miu-Balkan Syndicate, Ltd. 
Standard Produce Co, Ltd. Soowin Concessions, Ltd. 
Continental Farce Syndicate, Ltd. Dere-nalumane Barytes Mines, Ltd, 
= ae Copper Co, Ltd, J. Martin, Ltd, , 

en Permeating and Extsacting Parent 
Fo, Ltd. ’ ' 


Chester's Renfrew Engineering Co, Ltd, 
Portsmouth Pier Co, Ltd, 


London Gazette,—TUESDA7, May 5. 
Cavalier We itherproof Co, Ltd. Westminster Motor Car Garage, Ltd 
Clayesmore Sc100i8 Fou : :ation, Ltd. B , jteamship 
Sibel Prone On Lad ' , —_ and Continental Steamship Co, 
Scholastic Ag ney Co, Ltd. Harry Simpson's. Ltd, 


oe Pp atete Cuepecation (1900), Ltd, ey ful Ste mship Co, Ltd. 
Page Hall Club, Ltd. 

Gow (Nigeria) Tin Co, Ltd 
Economin Motor Spirit Co, Ltd. 


Powell & Co, Ltd, 
John Bacon, Ltd. 
Bridgeport Steamship Co, Ltd, 








Creditors’ Notices. 
Under Estates in Chancery. 


Last Day or Orarm. 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, May 1. 

Davis, ELIZABETH, Warrincton cres. Maida Vele. June 5. Davies v Davies, Astbury, 
J. Davies. Ross, Herefordshire. 

JoHNSTONRF, LovIsA SOMERSET, Coleherne ct, South Kensington. June 9. Barni v 
Phillips, Nevi le. J. Church, Bedford row. 

LITTLE, CHARLES PeTer. Albert Bridge rd, Battersea Park. June 4. Little and Another 
v Little and Another, Eve, J. Stileman, Southampton st, Bloomsbury sq. 





Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Day or Cra. 
London Gazette—FRIDAY, April 24. 


AKAM, JAMES INGLE, Shipley June 1 Horner & Co, Bradford 

AMOR, CHARLES, Clapham June6 Bul:raig & Davis, Norfolk st, Strand 

BALDWIN, /OHN, Little Marsden, Lancs, Shopkeeper July 1 Weatherhead, Keighley 

BaLDWIN, MARGARET, Brierfield. Lancs July 1 Weatherhead. Keighley 

BALDWIN, TABITHA, Prierfleld, Lancs July1 Weatherhead, Keighley 

BELL, JosEPH, Wall, Northumberland, Miner May 28 Layne, Newcastle upon 
Tyne 

BELL, KoBERT WILLIAM, Swinton, nr Rotherham June 2 Marsh & Son, Rotherham 

BELLAS, MARGARET, Purley, Surrey May 26 Lefroy, Bournemouth 

BIRD, HENRY, Goole, Yorks, Engineer June 1 Bentley & Gundill, Goole 

BODEN, MARY ANN, Aldeiley Edge, Uheshire May 30 Boote & Co, Manchester 

3RADFORD, WILMOT HENRY, Bournemouth June 13 Walker & Co, Theobald's rd 

BRYNING, WILLIAM, Garstang, Lancs May 16 Craven & Son, Preston 

3UCK, ROBERT JOSEPH, Melcombe Regis, Dorset June 5 Andrews & Co, Weymouth 

CAPEL, GRACE Folkestone June 2 Kinsey & Co, Bloomsbury 

CHAPLIN, CHARLES JOHN, Osborne ter, Claphamid May 25 Bischoff & Co, Great Win- 
chester st 

CONWAY, JANE ELIZABETH, Sturminster Newton, Dorat May 25 Slade & Son, Swan- 


age 

CONWAY, SUSAN ANN, Sturminster Newton, Dorset May 25 Slade & Son, Swarage 

Crowe, !' ENRIETTA, Headingley, Leeds, May 39 Hewson & Co, Leeds 

Davey, Mary. Wimbledon May8 Hivgs, Wimbledon 

CONDAMINE, BETHEA DE LA, Clifton, Bristol June 1 Freeman, Walbrook 

DICKSON, FL°RENCE ANNIE, Oxford st May 23 Lister, Thavies inn 

D xon, HANNAH Mork, Acton, Middlx Mav 25 Davidson & Co. Acton 

DUNCAN. Sir JouN, Knight, Penarth June 10 Cousins & Botsford, Cardiff 

EAMES, CHARLOTTE LACES, Graufield st, Battersea May 25 Mawby & Co, Queen st, 
Cheapside 

LDWARDS, GEORGE, Wandsworth June 10 Mott & Son, Bedford row 

FaRROW, JULIA,Great Grinsden, Hunts May 30 Barnes, Walm In, Cricklewood 

FosrEer, JAMES, Kingston Hill, Surrey April 30 Moore & Shepherd, Halifax 

FOTCHER, STUART, Surbiton, Surrey May 30 Shaw, Clemen.'s inn 

GILL, SARA ANN, Blackpool May i1l Kuy, Blackpool 

GRAHAM, DAVID, Danby, Yorks. Labourer May 23 Inglis, Stockton on Tees 

HALL, HENRY GEORGE, Winchester, Farmer May 14 Harris. Winchester 

HALLIDAY, JAMES, West Didsbury, Manchester May 3) Cooper & Sons, M»nchester 

HANSON, GEORGE EDWARD, “utton Coldfield June 1 Adcock & Simmons, Birmingham 

HARRIS, ABEL, Burrington, Somerset Mav 21 Wood, Wriogton 

HARTE-BARRY, HARTE LIONEL ALOYSIUS, Aston, Birmingham, Surgeon May 20 James 
& Co, Birmingham 

HARVEY, HENRY JOHN, Shortlands, Kent June 2 Pettitt, Chancery In 

HINE, JAMES, Lvunceston, Cornwall, Architect May 20 Shellv & Johns, Plymouth 

Hupson, WILLIAM HARLAND, Ilkley Junel North & Sons, Leeds 

HuMpurigs, JoHN Parsons, Lichfield, Baker May 30 Russell & Son, Lichfield 

James, JOUN WILLIAM. Bungay, Suffolk May 31 Trow-r & Co, New eq 

JOuNSON, DAVID, Colwyn Bay, Denbigh June5 Buote & Co, Manchester 

JONES, ROBERT WILLIAMS, Liverpool May 23  Bellringer & Co, Liverpool 

KIALLMARK, HENRY WALTER, Ditchling, Suss-x May 31 Hot & Co, St Jame’s pl 

KIRWAN, ELLEN Lucy MAITLAND, Boscombe, Hants May 1 D'Angibau & Malim, 
Boscombe 

LANE, JUL(ANA, Tunbridge Wells June 1 Radcliffe, Devizes 

LAWRENCE, FREELING Ross, Pall Mall May 24 Lawrence, Essex st 

LOWNDES, ANNIE HARRIET, Bexhill on Sea May 23 Smallpiece & Co, Guildford 

LYALL, FRANCIS ALFRED, Wivelsfield, 8 ssex June 2 Oliver & Lyall, Cornhill 

MANDER, JOHN, Cardiff June 1 Heard & Co, Cardiff 

McCorD, MAR: ANN, South Shields May 30 Moore «& Armstrong:, Scuth Shields 

M GEORGE, WILFRED JOHN, Waterloo, Lancs May25 Mason & Co, Liverpool 

MCLOUGHLAND, WILLIAM EpLEsTON, Levenshulme, Mancl.ester, Salesman May 30 
Diggles & Ouden, Manchester 

MorGAN, EMMA, Ilfracombe May 25 Harding & Go, Ba'nstable 

MokRIS, CONSTANCE LINGEN, Oxon, nr Shrewsbury Junel Liddle & Heane, Newport, 
Salop 

NEWINGTON, "ALEXANDER SAMUEL LySAGHT, Ticehurst, Sussex June 1 Cooper & 
Ham»ling. Gracechurch st 

NICOL, WILLIAM HENDERSON, Chapel Allerton, Leeds, Surgeon Dent st June6 Nilson 
& Co, Leeds 

NIXON, ANN, Cresswell, nr Morpeth May 25 Brume!'l & Sample, Morpeth 

OLIVER, JAMS, Worvester May 23 9Hemming, Wo: cester 

PADBURY, THuMAS, Hook Norton, Uxfo-d, Farmer Jane 8 Wilkins & Toy, Chipping 
Neron 

PENISTONE, WILLIAM, Smethwick, Staffs Mav 16 Cohen & 8 ater, siemingham 

PETTIT, THOMAS, Winchester, Hotel Proprietor Mav 23 Harris, Winchester 

PITT. DRAFFEN, E.IZABETH, Lowndes sq June 24 Merrim«ns & Thirley, Mitre ct 

PLENDERLEIGH, DAVID, Framfield, Uvhfield, Sussex May 22 Be-kingsate & Co, Cupt- 
hall av 

Prick, WALTER, Cambridge, Solicitor’s Clerk June 1 Stanley Cambridge 

Pxocrer, HENRY, Claughton, nr Garstang, Lancs, Farmer May 23 W & J Cooper, 
Preston 

PURGOLD, EMILE, Liverpool, Merchant May 30 McKenna, Liverpool 

Raper, GEorG« Briaes, Thorne, Yorks May 26 Askrer, thorne 

KEES, EDWARD, Liintrisant, Glam May 30 Davies, Pontypridd 

RICHARDS, ELIZABETH, Maesteg, Gam May 30 Snape, Maesteg 

SCHOLES, Rev WILLIAM, Mallesbury Vicarage,‘nr Preston June 1 Wilson & Co, 
Preston 

SEAL, JosEPH, Barnes May 30 McKenna & Co, New Bond st 

SIMON, SALIS, Manchester May 30 Boote & Co, Manchester 

SIMPSON, BERNARD WILLoTT, Highgate May 24 Fidgeonu & C», Basinghall st 

Srupson, WILLIAM, Manchester /une5 Boote & Co, Manciester 

SMITH, BENJAMIN LEIGH, Robertsbr.dge, Sussex May 25 Waterhouse & Co, New ct 
Linco'n’s inn 

STANLEY, !HOMAS, Woodn sborough, Kent, Miller May 20 Mowll & Mowll, Can- 
terbury 

STEINHAR’' T AUGusTrs JosEPH FRNEST, Woodford Bridge, Essex May 25 Russell & 
Arpnhotz. Great Winc'ester st 

STOKOER, GEORGE, Newcastle upon Tyne, Hairdresser May 20 Layne, Newcastle upon 


jne 

Tame Saes, ELIZABETH, Ashton on Meney, Larcs July 1 Weatherhead 
Seighley 

THORNE, EMMA, Scuthampton June 9 Paris & Co, Southampton 
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TILLEARD, JOHN ALEXANDE Goidhurst t | 

: Tien iy R, | er, Hampstead, Solicitor June 2 
‘OMPSON, HENRY STRUART, Bournemouth June1 Landon, New Broad 

TOWNSEND, HARRIETT ANNE, Exeter May 29 Dunning & Co, Honiton ° 

eee ~*~ psa Market Rasen, Lincs, Farmer May 25 Wrearson & Rainey, Market 

WALKER, ELIZABETH JANE, Wimbledon June 2 Boulton & Co, Northampton 

WALTON, CHARLES HENRY, Lower Belgr ¢ { crave 

. Charing Cross grave st June 6 Radcliffes & Hood, Craven st, 
ATT, HENRY MURRAY, Wimbledon May 28 Bredribb, Fenchurch bidgs 

WHIsH, GEORGE HENRY MARTIN, Strathm:re in f y 

7 ema 7 oe athmcre gdns, Ker. sington June 24 Lee & Co, The 
ILKINSON, JAM Yhester, Civ i 7 

~ eee Sne, Marple, Chester, Civil Enginneer June 10 Sutton & 
sees  vemenme Williamstowe, Coombe Down, Somerset May 20 Knight & Carter, 
YEAMAN, MARY, Alnmouth, Northumberland May 25 Hindmarsh & Hardy, Alnwick 


London Gazette—TUESDAY, April 28, 


ae 3 Highbury hill, Clerkin Holy Orders May 31 Christopher & 
AUCHMUTY, ISABELLA MARGARET HATTON, Sandhurst, Kent May 30 Sheehy & Co 

Coleman st P 
BARRATT, Tettinch aa on Trent, Nottingham, Nurseryman May 6 Simpron & 
BEVIS, THOMAS, Cambridge June9 RC & S Burrows, Cambrid 

s . , \. ge 
BIssON, FREDERICK SHIRLEY DUMARESQ DE CAR 8 . 
ri bay oo MeLeod & te. New en Q CARTERET, Haywards Heath, Sus-ex 
DOYLE, ROBERT. Alexandria, Egypt May 27 Ballard, Hare ct, Inner Temple 

BRIGGS, HANNAH, Chorley, Lancs May 30 Hankinson & Son, Manchest« . 
BROCKLEHURST. SEPTIMUS, Liverpool June 8 Peacock & Co, Liverpoo! 
BRUSHETT, FREDERICK WILLIAM, Woolwich May 39 Davis, Disraeli rd, Putney 
ee yee Leahurst rd, Hither Green May 31 Whatley & Son, Lincoln's inn 


oe ye Tunbridge Wills May 30 Bretherton & Murton Neale, Tunbridge | 


CLIFTON, HARRIET JANE, Forest Gate, Essex May ¥8 Keene & Co, Seethin 
; , NE, t Gate, Essex } d , § ig In 
a MAURICE WINZAR, Keyingham in Holderness, Yorks Junel Park & Son, 
DARLINGTON, Dr HENRY EDWARDs, Hand;wo y : 

ee eae , ndsworth, Birmingham May 14 Ranklin & Miller, 
DE = ness ELIZABETH Myra, Gloucester sq June 6 Radcliffes & Hood, 
FARRINGTON, JANE, Southsea May 30 Allen, Portsn-outt 
GALE, FRANCES, Canterbury May fs Arn ah Om mesbester 
GELDART, RACHEL HANNAH, Govdmnyes, Ilford May 20 Clark, Chancery lo 
GOSLING, EvWIN, jun, Derby, Umbr lla Maker June 1 Sale & Co, Derby 
HAGGER, ALFRED, E stbourne May 30 Wintle Eastbourne 
er, —— GILVERDALE, Nairobi, East Africa Protectorate May 22 Hunt 

iJ 
HERBERT, AGNES KaATINKA, Paris May 31 Peake & Co, Bedford row 
eae’ ~) pana Kippax, Yorks, Colliery Under Manager June 1 Brooke & Dyer, 
HORSFIELD, JAMES, Norton, Yorks, Land Agent May 29 Jones, Malt 
HUTCHINSON, MARIA, Liverpool June 1 Lloyd, ihocapoed ow 
JoNnES. Rev SAMUEL WICKHAM, Church Eaton, Staffs May 30 Morgan & Co, Stafford 
LEES, WILLIAM TAYLOR, Darlaston, Staffs, Builder June9 Slater & Co, Darlaston 
eenee— pe New Headington, Oxford, Ross Grower June 1 Franklin, 
MILLWARD, CHARLES WILLIAM, Birmingham, Tailor June5 Eg 
, am, ginton, Birmingham 
a SEyMouR, Ely, Glam, Lime Quarry Proprietor June 6 Srocke, 
RAYNES, THOMAS ARTHUR, Cockington, Torquay June 10 Wood, Torquay 
REWOCASTLE, MARY ANN, Gatesheai Junel Ryott & Swan, Gateshead p 
SHAW, ELIZA, Wimbl-don May 28 Beale & Co, Great George st 
SHEWARD, THOMAS, Bailgate, Lincoln May 26 Padley, | incoln 
ee ee ag 9 Whittington & Co, Bishopsgate 
> , Acton, x May 25 Har ord & Harf ‘ <i 
STAMP, JAMES, Ryde, Tof W May 80. Vincent Ryde & Harford, King’s House King st 
STEVERSON, ALBERT, Putney June 15 Burch 4 Co, Spring gdns 
THOMAS, WALTER, Rhosmaen, Lianiilo May 2 Edmunds, Llandilo 
Voer, —-° JOHN AuGus?, Egremont, Che:ter, Paper Merchant May 30 Tibbits, 
WARD. MARTIN LUTHER, Watford May 25 Sedgwick & 
’ Sedgwick & Co, Watford 

WATSON, MARGARET, Burnley June 6 Procter & Baldwin, Burnley 
WEDDPALL, JOHN, Bilton, Northumberland May 28 Middlemas, Alnwick 
Wyatt, WILLIAM. Upton, Torquay, Haulier May 25 Glanfield & Glanfield, Torquay 
WYCHERLEY, RICHARD, Hyde, Chester Junes Hibbert & Co, Hyde 


London Gazette.—FRIDAY, May 1. 


ABBOTT, WILLIAM, Chesham, Bucks May 29 Hunt & Co. Chesham 

ALLEN, JOHN >ANDEMAY, Hoylake, Chester May 30 Ba esons & Co, Liverpool 

ASHBURNER, ANNIE, Ric :mond, Virginia, USA June 2 Barker & Rogerson, Chester 

BaTTL¥, HUGH, Batley, Yorks Junel Stapleton & Son, Des sbury 

cam * — Heaton Mersey, Lancaster, Boot Maker June8 Chapman & Co, Man- 

BIRCH, CUTHBERT, Poulton le Fylde, Lancs, Farmer June9 Ascroft, Blackpoo 

Bonn, JOSEPH, Great Prescott st’ June 1. Ellis & co, College hill - 

BROMPIELD, EMiny W RTH, Winchester June2 Faithfull & Davy, Winchester 

BRoOMHEAD, Hanwnau, Sheffield June15 Rogers & Co, Sheffield 

RuRTON, FREDERICK, Pendleton, Salford June15 Cunliffe & (o, Manchester 

BUCKLEY, Rene. Rawtenstal!l, Lancs May 18 Woodcock & Sons, Haslinzde:, L nes 

oe ae ASHWORTH, Rawtenstall, Lancs May 18 Woodcock & Sons, Has- 

1€n, Lanca 

CANNON, PBrer, Brockwell Park gdns, Herae Hill June 8 Robinson & Co, Great 
Mar_"orough st 

mn me, CULBERT, Cedar rd, Clapham May 30 Geare & Willis, Lincoln's 
on fields 

DAVIES, VAUGHAN, Fishguard, Pembroke, Tailor June 1 Williams & Wiliams, Fish- 


gua 
DIBBEN, JANE, Tarrant Gunville, Dorset June 1 Trail! & Co, Blandford 
DUCK. PRisciILLA, Margate May 22 Weigall, Margate 
ELLs, THoMAs, Aberystwyth June 1 Davics & Son, Aberystwyth 
EVANS, SARAH JANE Cardiff July 1 Davies, Cardiff 
FLINT, CHARLOTT HARPER ANN, Sutton,"Surrey May 20 Spencer & Cc, Queen st 
Foore, WILLIAM, Emsworth, Hants May 30 Biscoe-Smith & Blagg, Portsmouth 
HANCocK, THOMAS, Neston, Chester May 30 Sharpe & Davison, Chester 
HARRIS, 8 -MUEL, Gloucester, Hay Dealer May 28 Bonnor, Gloucester 
HARYBY, ARTHUR, Milton, Stafford, Engineer May 31 Heaton &Son, Burslem 
Hear, SARAH JANE, Birkenhead May 27 Weigttman & “o, Liverpvol 
ee ee OSWALD, Sunderland, Master Mariner May 28 lero & Raine, Sun- 
HILL, Josep BROCKLEHURST, Smethwick Hall, or le! ter, 
HEAWP beode Conneu Congleton, Chester, Farmer May 29 
Hossow, Joan BARBER, Sheffield June 15 Rodgers & Co, Sheffield 





ae ya Lenox, Burnham, Bucks June2 Bright & Sons, George st, Mansio 


Jonny, JANE SAnan, Cotham, Bristol, May 31 Pomeroy & Son. Bristol 
Jonrs, SUSANN4, Wolverhampton May 30 Fowler & Co, Wolverhampton 
KENYow _ ERgERtT WOODWARD, Pleasley Hill, Nottingham June 4 Alcock, Mans 


ee 
KNIGHT, en iNK, Lancaster, Fishdealer May 30 Bradshaw & Murray, Barrow in 
Fyt® 


Lea, Jou™ Sonones, Ardwick, Manchester May 14 Wood & Lord, Manchester 

Livre, ROB get, Manc'ester, Bookmaker May 30 Cobbett & Co, Manchester 

| LITTLEWOo® WIttIAM Henry, Birmingham June 1 Miller, Walsall 

LUMLEY, CHRISTOPHER, Consett, Dur.am, Clothier June 19 Welford & Jackson 
Conset* 

MANN, GEoRGE, South Croydon May 30 Jones & Co, Fleet st 

MANNING, W LLIAM, Bradfield, Escex, Farmer May 28 Synnot, Manningtree, Essex 

MATHISON, DAVID, Wavertre:, Liverpool Mav 30 Lindsay. Liverpool 

| McLACHLAN, Marv 'SABEL, Marlow, Bucks May 26 Crippa & Shone, Marlow 

MILLS. GEORGE ALEXANDER, Purley, Surrey, Wovllen Merchant May 29 Harraway, 

South sq Gray's inn 

PARKINSON, SARAH HANNAH Sheffield Mav 18 Hiller, Sheffield 

PLATT, MARIE “opntA, Twickenham June 1 Braby & Waller, Arundel st 





PRENTIS, EDMUND, Kidderpore av. Hampstead May 28 Styer, Fenchurch st 
| PRICE. ADELAIDE MARY, Surbiton, Surrey May 16 Durham & Charlton, Kingston on 
| Thames 
| RAWLIN, URSULA, Barrow on Humber May 31 Mason, Barton upon Hamber 
RICHARDSON, DAVID, Newholm cum Dunsley, Yorks Juve 16 Buchannan & Son 
Whitby 
| RIDGE- JONES, LLEWELLYN, Chesham pl June 2 Webb & Co, Budge row 
ROBERTS, Dr THOMAS ROWLAND, Granville gdos, Shepherd's Bush May 30 Jones & 
| Co, Fleet st 
SALES, EmILy, Canbridge June 1 Goodchild, Norwich 
| Scorr, Rev EpWAR” JOAN, Winchester June 17 Warner & Kirby, Winchester 
SEARLE, JOHN FREDERICK, High st, Kingsland, Tailor June 2 Roy & Cartwright, Cole- 


man st 
| SHARPEN, FRANCIS, Ongar Essex May 28 Snow & Co, Great St Thomas Apostle 


| SMITH, GEORGR, Cliffe, Kent, Farmer May 80 Robinson, St 

SMITH, HENRY, Durlev, Hants June 24 Warner & Kirby, Bishop’s Waltham 
| SMITHEMAN, ELLEN, A!bure, nr Guildford Jone 3 Youn’ & Sons, Mark In 
| STEWART, !AMES, Whitecross st May 27 Turner, Finsbury pymt 
STONE, SARAH, Claverton st, Pimlico June 3 Yeilling & Co, Vincent sq, West- 
| minster 
| TROLLOPE. RoBERT GERALD. Rotherfield, Greys, Oxfordshire Junel Pritchard & Co, 
| Painters’ Hall, Lit‘ le Trinity In —y 
| Twrss, MARY ROSALIE, Nice June12 Robins & Co, Lincoln's inn fields 
| TYLER, CAARLES JOHN RopER, Warwick st, Pimlico May 30 Tassell & Son, Faver- 


| eham 
| WATSON. THOMAS WriGaT, Great Cumberland place, June 20 Wilde & Co, College 
il 

WAUGH. FLIZABRTH ANN, Morpeth June13 Webb, Morpeth 

WHEATLEY, HENRY ETHELBERT, Aberystwyth, Pianoforte Dealer June 1 Davies & 
Son, Aberystwyth 

WILLCOX. SAMUEL, Hastings May 18 _ Ellis, St Leonards on Sea 

WILLIAMS, WILLIAM, Aberdare June 2 Davies & Co, Pontypridd 

Woop, EMILY MARY PARKER, Southport May 27 Weightman & Co, Liverpool 


London Gazette—TUESDAY, May 5. 


| ASHWELL, MARY ANN, Daventry June 17 East & Smith, Birmingham 

| BARNES, DUCKWORTH, Accrington May 30 Westwell, Accrington 

| BARNES, ELIZABETH, Accrington May 30 Westwell, Accrington 

| BELL, CHARLES, Norley, Chester June 30 Harrison & Burton, Liverpool 

BENTHAM, ALICE MARY, Ramsgate Aug 30 Forbes & Son, Mark In 

BICKERSTAFFE, MARY, Blackpool June 23 Eaton, Manchester 

| BLISSETT, THOMAS ISAAC, Weybridge, Surrey June5 Biddle & Co, Aldermanbury 

| BRUCE, CHARLOTTE ELIZABETH, Whalley Range, Lancs June 19 Cobbetb & Co, Man- 
chester 

BRYNE, [HOMAS, Llandudno May 30 Chamberlain & Johnson, Llandudno 

CARPENTER, ROSEANNA, Flackwell Heath, Bucks May 3! Bliss & Sons, High Wycombe 

CARTER, DAVID, Ravens'horpe Yorks June 17 Gledhill, Dewsbury 

CooPER, ALIcR. Acton May 31 Hazard & Pratt, Harleston, Norfolk 

CORNER, JOHN, Goole, Yorks June2 Burland & Macturk, South Cave, E Yorks 

DALEY, CHARLES. Cheltenham May 27 Bubb & Co, Cheltenham 

DARLINGTON, GEORGE Chesterton June 5 Slaney, Newcastle 

RARLE, LOUISA, Redruth, Cornwall June 10 Jekin & Co, Redruth 

EDYVEAN, MARY, St Ervan, Cornwall June 5 Collins & Son, Newquay 

FELTON, HARRIOT, Plymouth Mav 25 Moore & Tibbits Warwick 

FISHER, ae WILLIAM, Harpur st, Bloomsbury June 1 Hores & Co, Lincoln's 
inn fields . 

FITZJOHN, JOHN, Peter st, Soho,C achman June 15 Nicholle, Lincoln's Inn fields 

FORREST, FRANCIS HERBERT, Melbourne, Victoria, Importer June 16 Sladen & Wing, 
Queen Anne's gate, Westminster 

HANSON, ANDERS, Norton, Durham May 10 Townsend, Stockton on Tees 

HARAM, SARAH ANN, Birkenhead Junel Thompson & Mathison, Birkenhead 

HARWOOD, SAMUEL JAMES, Southsea, Portsmouth, Saddler June1 Bramsdon & Childs, 
Portsmouth 

Hewitt, HENRY, Huddersfield June 16 Brook, Huddersfield 

ean, Se ABRAHAM, Bedale, Yorks, Bricklayer June 15 
edale? 

JRAVONS, SIMEON, Leeds June 1 Granger & Neild, Leeds 

KIRKBRIDE, HANNAH, Pendleton, Salford June 27 Cobbett & Co, Manchester 

LOCHHEAD, JOHN, Cheltenham May 27 Bubb & Co, Cheltenham 

MALE, WILLIAM EvAns LOcK, Manchester June15 Chapman & Co, Manchester 

MASSRY, SAMURL, Manchester June24 Innes, Manchester 

MoMURTRIE, JAMES, Bristol, Mining Engineer May 31 Davy, Bristol 

MILES, ELIZABETH, Codsall, Wolverhampton Junel Glaisyer & Co, Bi.mingham 

OuSEY, JOHN, Cheadle, Chester June 6 Stott & Pogmore, Manchester 

QWEN, ANN, Biaina, Mon May 23 Everett. Abertillery 

PERKINS, JAME3, Harlesden, Middix, Builder June 5 Savery & Stevens, Fen ct, 
Fenchurch st 

PHILLIPS, HORACE ARTHUR, East Dulwich June1 Stikeman & Co, Lead »nhall st 

PLows, JoSEPH THOMAS, Handsworth, Staffs, Umbrella Furniture Manufacturer June 9 
East & Smith, Birminghim 

Porrer. HARRIET DuER, New York, U3A May 19 Hopgood & Dowsons, Spring 








E D & B W Swarbreck® 


gdns 
PRICE, CHARLES, Birmingham, Brassworker June 9 East & Smith, Birmingham 
RaGer, Eviza, Brixton June 5 G>idard & Co, Clem mt’. ino, Strand 
REES-\oGG, WILLIAM WOOLDRIDGE, Cameley, Someset May 31 Davy, Bristol 
RoBINSON, MARY ARKLESS, Heaton, NewcastleuponTyne June 3 Mather & Dicki son, 
Newcastle upon Tyne 
SAUNDERS, CHRISTIANA GORE, Weston super Mare May 30 Dickinson & Sons, Weston 


super Mare 
SMITH, JoHN, Trimdon Colliery, Durham, General Dealer June2 T& WG Maddison, 


Durham 
Storr THOMAS, Birkenhead, License! Victualler June 1 Thompson & Mathison, 


Birkenhead 
STRANG, ROBERT. Cheltenham, Ironmonger June30 Rickerby & Co, Cheltenham 


TAYLOR, JAMES THOMAS, Exeter Juneé Friend & Tarbet, Fxeter 





Hoptox, WILLIAM, Solon New rd, Clapham May 31 Norris & Co, Gracechurch st 
nits EDWARD — Old Trafford, Stretford, nr Manchester June8 Walker 


TAYLOR, LouIsA, Warwick June 26 Campbell & Co, Warwick 
Voss, EDWARD, Reading June9 Martin & Martio, Reading 
Voss, PHOEBE, Reading June 9 Martin & Martin, Reading 
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Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette—Fripay, Apri! 24, 
FIRST MEETINGS 

ANLEY, F, Calentta May 5 at 12.80 Bankruptcy bk 
Carey st 

BONAS, RupOLF, Marylebone, Stock Broker May 4 at 
11.30 Bankruptcy bidgs Carey st 

BROWNE, MAXIMILIAN GORGE RIBTON, Wirmwo:d st, 
Comypany Promoter May5at11.20 Bankruptcy bldgs 
Carey st 

Cross Brown & Co, Coleman st, Mortgage Brokers 
May 5 at 1 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

DALE, WILLIAM THOMAS, Dover, Tailor May 2 at 11.30 
Off Rec, (84, Castle st, Canterbury 

DICKENS, FRANCIS JAMES, Thornaby on Tees, ! abourer 
May 5 at 11.50 Off Rec, Court chmbrs, Albert rd 
Middlesbrough 

DIKE, THOMAS, Shriveham, Berks, Wheelwright May 4 
at4 Off Kec, 88, Regent c'r, Swindon 

DUNDAS, the Hon. MARY, Harley Hous», Regent'spk May 
»atil2 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

FEARN, PERCY SLATE, Pendlebury, Yarn Salesman May 
Llat3.0 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

FOSTER, WALTER, Legsby, Lincs, Blacksmith May 5 at 
12 Off Rec, 10, Bank st, Lincoln 

HAthL, GILBERT, Bolton, Retail Grocer May ® at 11 
Ont Rec, 19, Exchange st, Bolton 

HEWITT, GORDON FLETCHER, Putney, Cinematograp! 
Film Producer May 4at3.30 Off Rec, Byrom s., 
Manchester 

JOUNS, SIDNEY THOMAS, Caerphilly, Glam, Geeral 
Draper May 5 at 11.30 Off Rec, St Catherine's 
chmbrs, St Catherine st, Pont ypridd 

KiTTMER, WALTER, Donnington on Bain, ines, Butcher 
May 2atll Of Rec, St Mary's chmbis, Great 
Grimsby 

Long, WILLIAM, Trehanog, Porth, Glam, Collier May 5 
atl2 Off Rec, St Catherine's chmbra, St Catherine st, 
Pontypridd 

MARSHALL, JAMES WATTS, Portadown rd, Maida Vak 
Financier May 6 at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Moore, THOMAS ARTHUR, Harrcgate, G ocer May 4 a4 
3.15 Off Rec, The Red Houre, Duncombe pi, York 

NICHOLLS, URBANE, Merthyr Tydfil, Groc.r May 4at 12 
Off Ree, County Court, Town Hall, Merthyr Tydfil 

ORRAH, WILLIAM, Thornton le Dale, Yorks, Hay Mer- 
chant May 6 at 4 Off Rec, 48, West! orovgh, fcar- 
borough 

PEPPER, WALTER WALPOLE, and HvunERT toss 
MuRpPHY, Tothill st, Westminster, Constructional 
Ergineers May7 at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

PEERY, ALFRED, Saltburr, Yorks, Warehouseman May 5 
at 12 Off Rec, Ccwmt chmbrs, Albert 1d, Middles- 
beough 

PILLING, JAMES, Gorton, Manchester, Yarn Merchant 
May lat 3 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

PIrER, ROBERT, Swansea, Shoemaker May 5 at 12 Off 
Rec, Government bidgs, 8t Mary's st, Swansea 

SILVER & HorrMsN, Pontypridd, Tailors May 5 at 11 
Off Rec, St Catherine's chm rs, St Catherine st, Ponty 
pridd 

TARRY, GEORGE HAROLD PERCIVAL, East Finchley, Stone- 
mason May5at?2.30 Off Rec, 36, Princes st, Ipswich 

WILDE, RICHARD, Shrewsbury, Butcher May 9 at 12 
Off Ree, 22, Swan hill, Shrewsbury 


rs 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


AGELASTO, AUGUSTUS STEPHEN, Gloucester ter, Hyde Park 
High Court Pet Mar 13 Ord Aprii 20 

RINSES, MARK, Manch ster, Furniture Dealer Man 
chester Pet Feb 12 Ord April 22 

PopEN, ALBERT HENRY, Ludlow, Salop, Hardware Mer 
ehant Leominster Pet April 20 Ord April 20 

PROWNE, MAXIMILIAN GeoeGe RIBTON, Wormwood st, 
Company Promoter High court Pet April20 Ord 
April 20 

DANKS, CHARLES, Fulham, Journalist High Court Pet 
Mar 5 Ord April 20 

EVANS, EVAN REES, Maesteg, Glam, Collier Aberystwyth 
Pet April 21 Ord April 21 

FARRELL, LEMON HUDSON, Stratford on Avon, Motor 
Garage Proprietor Warwick Pet April 16 Ord 
April 16 

FEDPDERMAN, Marcus, Higher Broughton, Salford, Chemist 
Manchester Pet April 2 Ord A;ril 21 

GionvoxN, HENRY GorpON WOLRIGR, Liandrindod Wells, 
Radnor Newtown Pet Mar20 Ord April 22 

Goswore, WILLIAM Henry, Liandyrnog. Denbigh, Farmer 
Wrezham Pet April4 Ord April 21 

HALL, GILBERT, Boltun, Retail Grocer Bolton Pet Mar 
11 Ord April 22 

NLENKY, DAVID CoLVIN, Gr.at Yarmouth, Surgeon Great 
Yarmouth Pet April4 Ord April 22 

KITTMER, WALTER, Donnington on Pain, Lines, Butcher 
(iveat Grimsby Pet April 18 Ord April 1s 

LAYCOCK, WILLIAM, North Walsham, Norfolk, Builder 
Norwich Pet April 21 Ord april <1 

Lone, WILLIAM, Trebanog, Porth, Glam, Collier Ponty- 
pridd Pet April20 Ord april 20 

LOVELL, SIDNEY WILLIAM, Six Bells, Mon, Boot Repairer 
[Tredegar Pet April 21 Ord April 21 

MOoR#, THOMAS ARTHUR, Harrogate, Grocer York Pet 
April 20 Ord April 20 

MORGAN, JOSIAH, Cardiff Cardiff Pet Feb 13 OrJ 
April 21 

NICHOLLS, URBANE, Merthyr Tydfil, Grocer Merthyr 
Tydfil Pet April21 Ord April 22 

NICKOLLS, WILLIAM JOHN, Leaton Lodge, nr Stourbridge, 
Farmer Shrewsbury Pet Mar3i Ord Amil 2i 


ORRAH, WILLIAM, Thornton le Dale, Yorks, Hay and | 


Straw Merchant Scarborough Pet April 20 Ord 
April 20 
PAINE, EDMUND FREDERIC WHILLIAM, Manchester 
Greengrocer Stockport Pet April 20 Ord April 20 
PALLANT, GEORGE, Richmond, Surre Truss Maker's 
Mavager Wandsworth Pet April 








PEPPER, WALTER WALPOLE, and HuspEerRT Ross MURPHY, | FEDDERMAN, MORRIS and ABE GOLDING, Bolton, Drapers 





Tothill st, Constructional Engineers High Court May 7 at 1130 Off Rec, 19, Exchange st, Bolton 
Pet April 21 Ord April 21 GOODYEAR, REGINALD HENRY, Stepney, May 6 at 1 
PERKINS, ALGERNON FDWARD, Pall Mall High Court Off Rec, Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Pet Mar 12 Ord April 21 Goose, WILLIAM CHARLES, Norwich, Carpenter May 6 at 
POWFLL, WILLIAM ARTHUR, Earlestown, Lancs, Butcher 12.30 Off R-c,8, King st, Norwich ; 
Warrington Pet April 21 Ord April 21 GOSMORF, WILLIAM Henry, Alyn, Llandyrnog, Denbigh, 
PYMAR, ROBERT THOMAS, Great Yarmouth, Farmer Great | Farmer May § at 12.30 Crypt chmbrs, Chester 
Yarmouth Pet April 22 Ord April 22 | HAROLD, JOHN ADOLPHUS and ALBERT HAROLD, Leicester, 
ROSSER, WILLIAM, Neath, Bookseler Neath Pet April Boot Manufa.turers May 5 at4 Off Rec, 1, Berridge 
22 Ord April 22 st, Leicester : 
SALTER, ELI CHARLES, Haylands, nr Ryde, I of W, Wheel- | HARRAWAY, WALTER WILLIAM, Weston super ‘Mare, 
wright Newport Pet April 20 Ord April 20 Furniture Broker May 6 at 11.30 Off Rec, 26, Bald- 
SKIPSEY, CATHERINE, Derlington Stockton on Te.s Pet win st, Bristol i , 
April 21. Ord April 21 HEALEY, THOMAS, Leeds, Insurance Superintendent May 
THOMAS, JOHN NATHANI®L, Holyhead, Farmer Bangor 6at 11 Off Rec, 24, Boud st, Leeds 
Pet Feb 18 Ord April 29 Henry, Davip CoLvin, Great Yarmouth, Surgeon May 
W ALTON, SAMUEL, DUDLEY WALTON, and EpWIN PATCHY TT, 6at 1 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 
Manchester, Manufacturers Manchester Pet Feb 24 KING, T. H., Great College st, Draper May 6 at 11.50 
Ord April 21 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
WARWICK, ARTHUR, Manchester, Manufacturer’s Agent | LEWIS, JOSEPH SYDNEY, Gleneldon rd, Streatham May 5 
Manchester Pet April 21 Ord April 21 at ll 32, York rd, Westminster Bridge rd 
WILDE, RICHARD, Shrewsbury, Butcher Shrewsbury Pet | LOMAX, CHARLES BURGESS, Clayton, Lancs, Builder May 
April 20 Ord April 29 5 at3 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester ; 
WILSON, HARRY, Manchester, Shirt Manufacturer Man | LOVELL, SIDNEY WILLIAM, Abertillery, Mon, Boot Repsirer 
chester Pet April 21 Ord April 21 May 6 at 11 Off Kec, 144, Commercial st, Newport, 
Mon 
London Gazette TUEspAy, April 28 MEAD, W H, King st,St James’ May 6at12 Bankruptcy 
_ —— bidgs, Carey st 
RECEIVING ORDERS. ORRILL, JOHN, Kingston upon Hall, Boot Dealer May 7 
ALDRILGE, WILLIAM, Blewbury, Berks, Co 1 Merchant at 12 Off Rec, York City Bank chmbrs, Lowgate, Hail 
Oxford Pet April24 Ord Aprils ORRIN, LEONARD ERNEST, Great Baddow, Essex, Boot- 
BARBER, ALBERT EvWARD, Chigwell Row, E-sex, Baker maker MaySatli 14, Bedfordrow — 
Chelmsford Pet April 23 Ord April 23 PAINE, EpMUND FREDERIC WILLIAM, Manc‘iester, Green- 
BAXTER, THOMAS, Ketteiing, Cabinet Salesman North- grocer May Gat1l Off Rec, 6, Vernon st, St c<port 
ampton Pet April23 Ord April 23 PALLANT, GEORGE, Richmond, Surrey, Truss Maker's 
CABLE, LEONARD, Tokers Green, Oxfo d teading Pet Manager May 6 at 11 132, York rj, Westminster 
April 25 Ord April 25 Bridge rd : 
Coxon, JOHN WILLIAM, Ovingham, Northumberland, PARR, WILLIAM LuscomB#, Bark pl, Bayswater May Gat 
Farmer Newcast'e upon Tyne Pet April 25 Ord 2.30 Off Rec, 36, Princes st, Ipswich 
April 25 POWELL, WILLIAM ARTHUR, Earlestown, Lancs, Butcher 
CRABTRER, JLSEPH Ernest, Bradford, Merchant Sales May6at3 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester - 
man Bradford Pet April 24 Ord April 24 RAPHAEL, Percy, Connaught st, Hyde pk May 7 at 12 
DAVIES, JAMES, Ffostraso’, Cardigan, Buildir Carmarthen Bankruptcy bidgs, C rey st : 
Pet Mar 27 Ord April 25 SALTER, Ett CHARLES, Haylands, nr Ryde, Wheelwr'ght 
DAY, GEORGE, Ferndale, Glam, Collier Pontypridd Pet May 7 at 11.30 Off Rec, 98, High st, Newport, Isle of 
April 23 Ord April 25 Wight : a 2 
SKIPSEY, CATHERINE, Darlington May 7 at 11.°0 Off 


DORRELL, GEOFFREY. MEREDITH, Leighton, nr Ironbridge, 
Salop, Grocer Shrewsbury Pet April24 Ord April 24 
ENNELS, FoM, Harwich, Essex, Slaughterman Colchester 


Ree, Court chmbra, Albert rd, Middlesbrou :h 
SPENCE, WILLIAM NAYLOR, Shoreham by Sea, Oice Man- 


Pet April 25 Ord April 25 ager May 6 at 3 Off Rec, 12a, Marlborough pl, 
EVERETT. WALTER, Bow Church-yd, Silk Agent High Brighton é _ 
Court Pet April 24 Ord April 24 TOMLIN, WILLIAM EDWARD, Northim, Southampton, 


FEDDERMAN, MORRIS, and ABE GOLDRING, Boltcn, Prapers Grocer May 6at12 Off Rec, Milland Bank chmbrs, 
Jolton Pet April 22 Ord April 22 High st, Suuthampton 


FISHER, THOMAS, Hox kering, Norfolk, Butcher Norwich | WALL, WILLtaM Horatio, Aston, Birmingham, Baker 


Pet April 18 Ord April 25 May 8 at 11.30 Ruskin chmb-s, 191, Corpora ion st, 
GOODYRAR, REGINALD HENRY, Steyney Hich Court Birmingham ; 

Pet July 5 Ord April 24 WARWICK, ARTHUR, Manchester, Manufacturer's Agent 
Goos®, WILLIAM CHARLES, Norwich, Carpenter Norwich May 6at 3.30 Olt Rec, Bryom st, Manchester 

Pet April 23 Ord Apr.l 23 WyMonpbs, T H, New Broad st May 7 at 12.30 Bank- 
HAROLD, JOHN ADOLPHUS, and ALBERT HAROLD, Leicester, ruptey bidgs, Carey st : : _ 

Boot Manufacturers Leicester Pet April 24 Ord | ZAHN, WILLIAM, Broad Street House, Cork Merchant 

April 24 May 7 at 11.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 


HARRIS, OBEART JAMES, Cardiff Cardiff Pet April 24 = . om 
Ord April 24 | ADJUDICATIONS 
Hopkins, Davip, Cefn Cr'bbwr, nr Bridgend, Grocer ALDRIDGE. WILLIAM, Blewbury, Berks, Coal Merchant 


Cardiff Pet April 23 Ord April 23 Oxford Pet April 24 Ord April 24 

HvGuHES, WILFRED, Huddersfield, Wire Drawer Hudders BARBER, ALBERT, EDWARD, Chigwell Row, Essex, Baker 
field Pet April 24 Ord April 24 Chelmsford Pet April 23 Ord April 23 

Kine, T H, Great College st, Draper High Court Pet | paxter, THomas, Ketterivg, Cabiuet Ssleaman North- 
Mar 30 Ord April 22 ampton Pet April 23 Ord April 23 

LAKE GEORGE, Outwell, Norfolk, Pig Dealer King’s Lynn | Capig, LEONARD, Tokers Green, Oxford Reading Pet 
Pet April 25 Ord April 25 April 25 Ord April 25 

LEWIS, CHARLES Davip, Gilwern, Brecknock, So icitor | Craprare, JOSEPH ERNEST, Bradford Merchant's Sales- 
fredegar Pet April 24 Ord April 24 man Brad‘ord Pet April 24 Ord April 24 

MARCHANT, NATHAN, Mansfield, Notts, Tailor Nottingham | pay, Ggoras, Fernda'e, Glam, Collier Pontypridd Pet 
Pet April 25 Ord April 25 April 25 ‘Ord April 25 

MeAD, W H. King st, St James’ High Cours Pet Nov 14 | DorreLt, GEOFFREY MEREDITH, Leighton, nr Ironh-fdge 
Ord April 22 Grocer Shrewsbury Pet April2s Ord Ap ii 24 

MorRIs, JOHN, Cavendish rd, Balham Wandsworth Pet | Eyneus, Tom, Harwich, Slaughterman Colchester Pet 
Apri! 25 Ord April 25 25 Ord April 25 

ORRILL, JOHN, Kingston upon Hull, Boot Dea'er Kingston | FeppeRMAN, MORRIS, and ABE GOLDRING, Bolton, Drapers 
upon Hull Pet April 23 Ord April 23 Boitun Pet Apri. 22 Ord Apr. 25 

PARE, WILLIAM LuscomBR, Bark pl, Bayswater Colchester Goosk, WILLIAM CHARLES, Norwich, Carpenter Norwich 
Fet Apri 36 Ord Aped 36 Pet Ap:il 23 Ord April 23 

POLLARD, JOHg, Witney, Oxford Ox‘ord Pet April 8| @piprrras, SAMUEL NORTON, Cadoxton, Giam, Coal 
Ord April 23 Inspe.tor Cardiff Pet April!8 Ord April 24 

RAPHABL, PERcy, Connaught st, Hyde Park High Court | y AROLD, JOHN ADOLPHUS, and ALBERT HAROLD, Leicester 
Pet Feb 16 Ord April 22 Boot Manufacturers Leicester Pet April 24 Ord 

SPENCE, WILLIAM NAYLOR, Shoreham by Se., Office Man April 24 


HARRIS, OBEART James, Cardiff Cardiff Pet April 24 
Ord April 24 


ager Brighton Pet April 1 Ord April 24 
SWANN, WALTER Lovurs, Norwich, Builder Norwich 





Urd April 22 | Agent May 7 at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st | Ord April 23 


Pet April 25 Ord April 25 HARWIN, KATE CAROLINE, and GEORGE WILLIAM Harwin, 
TrvPIne, JOHN ANDREW, Ashton under Lyne, Draper Blackstock rd, Finsbury Park, Manufac.urers High 
| Ashton under Lyne Pet April6 Ord April 25 Court Pet April7 Ord April 23 
; TOMLIN, WILLIAM EDWARD, Northam, Southampto. | Heaney, THomas, Leeds, Insurance Superintendent Leeds 
Grocer Southampton Pet April 23 Ord April ¥3 Pet Mar 23 Ord April 24 
WALL, WILLIAM Horatio, Aston, Birmingham, Baker | gopxriys, Dayip, Cefn Cribbwr, nr Bri gend, Glam 
Birmingham Pet April7 Ord April 21 Grocer Cardiff Pet April 23 Ord April 23 . 
WILLIAMS, EDWARD CHARLES, Old Woking, Surrey, Grocer | fugues, WiLFRED. Croslant Moor, Hudderstield, Wi e 
Guiidtord Pet April 25 Ord April 25 Drawer Huddersfield Pet April 24 Ord April 24 
Wymonpk, T H, New Broad st High Court Pet Mar 5 | JEHU, JAMES DAVIES Mark In, Solicitor High Court 
Ord April 23 | Pet Feb 6 Ord April 6 
ZAHN WILLIAM, Broad st House, Cork Merchant High | Jouyns, Sipney THOMAS, Caerphilly, Glam, General Daper 
Court Vet April6é Ord April 23 Pontypridd Pet April8 Ord April 21 ae 
iD ae LAKE, GEORGE, Outwell, Norfolk, Pig Dealer King’s 
FIRST MEETINGS Lyno Pet April 25 Ord April 25 ‘ ' 
| COOPER, ANDREW, Leeds, Wholesale Confectioner May 6 | LETTS, CHARLES GeorGe, Barking, Essex, Clothier Cheims- 
| at 11.30 Off Rec, 24, Boud s*, Leeds ford Pet April 22 Ord April 22 wt 
CRABTREE, JOSEPH ERNEST, Bradford, Merchant's Sales- | [ewis, CHARLES DaviID, Gilwern, Brecknock, Solicitor 
man May 6 atli Off Kec, 12, Duke st, Bradford Tredezar Pet April24 Ord April 24 


Crow:oN, JOHN THOMAS, Rawmarsh, Yorks, Farmer AX. CHARLES BURGESS, Clayton, Lancs, Builder Ash- 
May 5 at 12 Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield b ae Lyne Pet April 1 Ord Apri! 24 

“~~~ eer May 9 ot 1245 "OR hes = ridge, MARCHANT, NATHAN, Mansfield, Notts, Tailor Nottingham 
t p, Grocer ay 9 at 12.45 ec, 22, wan 125 Ord April 25 
hill, Shrewabury Pet Apri rd Api 


EVERETT, WALTER GODDARD, Bow Church yd, Silk | MoLLoy, BRYAN Joun, Hastings Hastings Pct Feb 20 
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JONES, HENRY, Leytonstone, General Draper High Court | HARRIS, OBEART JAMES, Cardiff May 9 at 11 117, St 








MugRis, JOHN, Cavendish rd, Balham Wandsworth Pet 











April 25 Ord April 25 Pet April29 Ord April 29 } Mary st, Cardiff 
NEWBERY, WALTER, Midford, Somerset, Carpenter Bath | Jonxs, JoHN, Llanferres, nr Mold, Denbigh, Licensed | Hitt, BERTRAM GEORGE, Skipton, Yorks, Taxicab Pro- 
Pet Mari18 Ord April 23 : Vistualler Wrexham Pet April 25 Ord April 25 prietor May 8 atll Off Rec, 12, Duke st, Bradford 
ORRILL, JOHN, Kiagston upon Hull Buot Dealer Kings- Kemp, ANNIE, Gloucester gdn:, Hyde Park High Court Horkins, DAVID, Cefu Cribbwr, nr Bridgend, Grocer May 
ton upon Hull Pet April 23 Ord April 23 _ Pet Feb 12 Ord April 29 12 at 2.30 117, St Mary s*, Cardiff 
PARE, WILLIAM LuscomBE, Bark pl, Bayswater Col- ING, HkrNRyY, Folkestone, Fishmonger’s Manager UWorNER, HENRY, Heighington, Durham, Blacksmith May 
chester Pet April 23 Ord April! 24 Canterbury Pet April 25 Ord April 25 11 at 11.30 Off Rec, Court chmbrs, Albert rd, Middles- 
SILVER, LEOPOLD, and JoEL HorrMan, Pontypridd KINGSWAY DERENTURE CORPORATION. Craven House, brough 
Tailors Pontypridd Pet AprilS Ord April 21 Kingsway High Court Pet Mar 27 Ord April 29 IloyES, JOHN ALEXANDER STRATTON, Swansea, May 8 at 
SUCKLING, PHILIP CHARLES, Wigmore st, I'neatrical Mana- LEONARD, FRANCIS, Blackburn, Grocer Blackbura Pet 11 it Rec, Government bldgs, 8t Mary st, Swansea 
ger High Court Pet Mar 23 Ord April 23 April 27 Od April27 HUGHES, WILFRED ALEXANDER, Huddersfield, Wire 
SWANN, WALTER LovuIs, Norwich, Builder Norwich Pet LicHTWITz, AkrHUR, Carlton Bridge, Westbourn drawer May 8 at 8 Law Society’s Room, Imperial 
April 25 Ord April 25 Park, Zinc Worker Uigh Court Pet Feb 24 Ord arca!e, New st, MHuddersticld 
TOMLIN, WILLIAM EDWARD, Northam, Soathimp‘on, April 29 JACKSON, JOSEPH, Marga'e, Licensed Victualler May 9 
Grocer Southampton Pet April ¥3 Ord April 23 LUCKYER, ALBERT Vicrok, Merthyr Tydtil, Butcher at 11.30 Off Rec, 68A, Castle st, Canterbury 
WALL, WILLIAM Horatio, Aston, Birmingham, Baker Merthyr Tydfil Pet April 23 Ord April 2; Jones, HeNRy, High rd, Leytonstone, General Draper 
Birmingham Pet April 7 Ord April 21 NEWFIELD, E H, Poultry, Cheapside High Court Pet May lS atl Bauk-ruptecy bidgs, Ca ey st 
WILIIAMS, EDWARD CHARLES, Old Wo'iowv, Surrey, Grocer Feb 23° Ord April 22 Jon«s, Joun, Castell, Llanengan, vr Pwilheli, Carnarvon, 
Guildford Pes Ap.il25 Od April 2% O' DONOGHUR, RICHARD, Ton Pentre,'Glam, Musician Ponty- Farmer May 13 at 12.30 Crypt chmbrs, Chester 
Amended Notice substituted for that published in the a a 28 OrdApril23 : Kemr, ANNIE, Gloucester gdns, Hyde Park May 13 at 
London Gazette of Sept. 19: SECEey, CORN, SOUrHe, Lincoln, Baker Peterborough _ 1130 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st a 
. ' Pet April 29 Ord April 29 KINGSWAY  DEBENTURE CORPORATION Kingsway, 
{eopay > , - : 0 Ss > >, rw , , H 
GEORGE, EDWIN ALLEN, Hook Norton, Oxford, Stone POWELL, ANNIE ELIZABETH, Wordsley, Staffs Stour- Financiers May 13 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Mason Banbury Pet July 24 Ord Sept 17 bridge Pet April27 Ord April 27 LAYCOCK, WILLIAM, North Walsham. Norfolk, Builder 
ADJUDICATIONS ANNULLED. RILEY, CHARLES) WILLIAM, Norwich, Coal Merchant Nor- May 9at12 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 
4 ’ ee : ipa , N ~ wich PetjApril27 Ord April 27 LEONARD, FRANCIS, Blackburn, G:iocer May 11 at 3 
YOUNG, JAMES, Carl'sle, Draper Carlisle Adjul Nov 22) RurHERFoRD, RALPH, Newbiggin by the Sea, Northum- County Court House, V.ctoria st, Blackburn 
1911 Annul April 7, 1914 a berland, Draper Newcastie upon Tyne Pet April 27 | Levrs, CHARLES GEORGE, Barking, Essex, Clothi r May 
FoWKE, EDWARD VAUGHAN, Derby, Batcher Derby Ord April 27 ll at 11 14, Bedford row 
_ Adjud July 24, 1819 Annvl April 22, 1914 ' RUTHERFORD, WILLIAM, Butterknowle, Durham, Joiner | Licutwitz, ARTHUR, Carlton bridge, Westbourne pk, Zinc 
GEIGER, FRANK, Chertsey, KI gston, Surrey Adjud Durham Pet April 28 Ord April 28 Worker May 13 at 1t Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
April 3, 1913 Anoul Ap.il 7, L914 *| SNOWDEN, Horack, Erith, Kent, House Agent’ Rochester | O'DONOGHUE, Ricdakp, Ton Pentre, Glam, Musician 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED AND RECEIVING Pet April 7 Ord April 27 May 12 at 11.30 Off Rec, St Catherine's chmbrs, St 
ORDER RESCINDED. mee eee Mg Ak, Coleman st, Boot Manu Catherine st, Pontypridd 
1cturers Age _ Cor et ’ 2 pry yy z LOnK » THO $ a3 fs a } Yar ‘ 
LATHAM, JOHN EDMOND, Birmingham, Lock M mufacturer April 28 _ - - oe ee es ea rm = oy bag ten “ay aera 
sirmingham Pet April 29, 1912 Ord May 14, 1912) TayLoR, JOHN, Stockport, Cheshire »Photographer Stock- | KUrHERFORD, RALPH, Newbiggin by the Sea, Northumber- 
Adjud May 16,1912 Rese and Annul Mar 23, 1914 port Pet April 27 Ord April 27 land, Draper May 15 at 11 O/f Rec, 30, Mo:ley st, 
: ' fHOMPSON, GEORGE ALBERT, Witham, Essex, Secretary to Newcastle upon Tyne 
London Gazette—¥ RIDAY, May 1 Limited Company Chelmsford Pet April 7 Ord SNOWDEN, HORACE, Erith, Kent, House and Estate Agent 
RECEIVING ORDERS. - April ae . . . May 13 at 11.30 77, _ st, Rochester “7 
‘ iemaauen am ia caiitaniieal . . VUDUCOCK, AVID, Framwellgate Moor, Durham, tleap SPRINGTHORPE, CHARLES OSCAR, Coleman st, Boot Manu- 
ASTON, WILLIAM BERTIE, Lye, Worcestershire, builder Inspector Durham Pet April 27 Ord April 27 ; facturer’s Agent May 13 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, 


Stourbridge Ord April 20 
BAL¥, JOHN LAWSON YEOMAN, Moston, Manchester, 
Salesman Manchester Pet April 29 Ord April 29 
BARBER, NORMAN ROBERT, York, Watchmaker York 


Carey st 
FIRST MEETINGS SWANN, WALTER Louis, Norwich, Builder May 9 at 12.c0 
p pry Of Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 
({HOMAS, JOHN NATHANIEL, Holyhead, Anglesey, farmer 





Pet April 27 Ord April 27 GARBER, NORMAN Kopert, York, Watchmaker May May 13 at 12. Crypt chmbr«, Chester 
— wer . wate ioh C ™ ve 2 at 3 -a0 6'Tha > . - . Ms 3 2 4) § 
wm a Moorgate st HighCourt Pet Mur veé the 3 Of Rec, The Rei House, Duncombe pl WILLIAMS, KDWARD CHARLES, Old Woking, Surree, 
COLE, ALFRED HENRY JAMES, and EDWIN FRANCIS CoL¥, BAXTER, THOMAS, Kettering, Cabinet Salesman May Delioe Ra 8 at 11 132, York rd, Westminster 
: ~ ate Painte : . \ ro ‘ Ox O¢ , 2ae "he Parade N dge re 
Gloucester, Painters Gloucester Pet April 2 Ie S =e N Mn men ous Susate, ag = garg: rn Woopoock, DAVID, Framwellgate Moor, Durham, Heap 
Ord April 28 BEEMAN, NEVILLE, Moorgate st May 11 atll Bank- 4 23) Off Rec, 3. M j 
CoLLier, J H & (>, Bi mi:gham, Paint Manufacturers ruptcy bidgs, Carey st Inspector May 11 at 2.30 Off Rev, 3, Manor pl, 
High Court Pet Aprii7 Ord April 27 CoLLigR, JH & Co, Birmingham, Paint Manufactu- Sunderland 
CoLLIns, WILLIAM, Mardy, Glam, Colliery Labourer rers May 12 at12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Pontypridd Pet April 28 Ord April 28 COLLINS, WILLIAM, Mardy, Glam, Colliery Labourer May ADJUDICATIONS. 
Coxon, JAMES, Newcastle upon Tyne, Laundry Pro- 12 at1ll Off Rec, St Catherine's chmbrs, st Catherine 
prietor Newcastle upon Tyne Pet April 27 Ord st, Pontypridd Aston, WILLIAM BeERtTIE, Lye, Worcester, Builder 
April 27 Coxon, James, Newcastle upon Tyne, Laundry Proprietor Stourbridge Ord April 28 
CROSLAND, THOMAS WILLIAM HopGson, Mitcham st, May 13 at 11 _Off Rec, 30, Mos ey at, Newcastle upon- | BALF, JOHN LAWSON YEOMAN, Moston, Manchester, 
Marylebone, Author High Court Pet April 27 Ord Tyne Salesman Manchester Pet April 29 Ord April 29 
April 27 ‘ CoxoN, JOHN WILLIAM, Ovingham, Northumberland, BARBER, NORMAN RoBERT, York, Watchmaker York 
DAVIES, ELIZABETH, Lilandilo Carmarthen Pet April 27 Farmer May 13 at 12 Of Rec, 30, Mosley st, New- Pet April 27. Ord April 27 
Ord Ayril27 castle upon T'yne CLARIDGE, SARAM CAROLINE, Well Walk, Hampstead 
DAYSON, SARAH, Burslem, Staffs Hanley Pet April 9 CROSLAND, THOMAS WILLIAM HopGsoNn, Mitcham st, | High Court Pet Mar 14° Ord April 27 
Ord April 27 Marylebone, Author May l2 at 1 Bankruptcy bldgs, | CoE, ALFRED HENKY JAMES, and EDWIN FRANCIS COLK, 
DE Rossi, LuiGt, Strand, London High Court Pet Feb 2 Carey st Gloucester, Painters Gloucester Pet April 28 Ord 
Ord April 28 DAVIES, ELIZABETH, Lilandilo May 12 at 11.30 Off Rec, April 28 
Finn, JOHN WILLIAM, Bishopthorpe, Yorks, Tailor York 4, Queen st, Carmarthen COLLINS, WILLIAM, Mardy, Glam, Colliery Labourer 
Pet April 28 Ord April 28 DAVIES, JAMES, Ffostrasol, Cardiganshire, builder May Pontypridd Pet April 28 Ord April 28 
Fritz, WILLIAM WRATE, Junction rd, Upper Holloway, 12 at 11 Off Res, 4, Qaeen st, Carmarthen COXON, JOHN WILLIAM, Ovingham, Northumberland, 
Grocer High Court Pet_April 23 Ord April 2s DAY, GEORGE, Ferndale, Glam, Collier May 8 at 11.15 Farmer Newcastle upon Tyne Pet April 25 Ord 
GoprrrEy, JOHN, Tividale, statis, Coal Deaier Dudley Off Rec, St. Catherine's ehmbrs, St. Catherine st, April 28 
Pet Mar 31 Ord Aprii 28 Pontypridd CKOSSLAND, THOMAS WILLIAM HopcGson, Mitcham st, 
HAypock, ‘THUMAS, Preston Preston Vet April 29 Ord bk Koss, LUIGI, Strand May llatiz bankruptcy bldgs, Marylebone, Author High Court Pet April 27 Ord 
April 29 Carey st | April 27 
HILL, BERTRAM GEORGE, Skipton, Taxicab Proprietor ENNELS, TuM, Harwich, Slauzhtermin May 12 at 2.45 | Cusack, JAMES, Amhurst pk, Stamford Hill, School Pro- 
Braifurd Pet April z7 Ord April 27 Off Rec, 36, Priuces street, Ipswich prietor High Court Pet Mar 16 Ord April 28 
HILL, RICHARD CUTHBERT, .Worcester, Solicitor Worces- EVANS, EVAN ReEks, Li .narth, Col.ier May 9 at 11.30 Davies, ELIZABETH, Llandilo Carmarthen Pet April 27 
ter Pet April 17 Ord April 28 Off Rez, 4, Queen st, C inmarthen Ord April 27 
HORNER, HENRY, Heighington, Durham, Blacksmith FiIRN, JOHN WILLIAM, Yorks, Tailor May 12 at 3.30 Off | DAVIES, JAMES, Ffostrasol, Cardiganshire, Builder Car- 
Stockton on Tees Pet April28 Ord April 28 Rec, Tae Red House, Dancombe pl, York marthen Pet Mar 28 Ord April 27 
HuFrey, GEORGE, Thaxted, tssex, Journeyman Wheel- FRITZ WILLIAM WRATE, Juuction rd, Upper Holloway, | EVERETT, WALTER GODDARD, Bow Church yd, Silk 
wright Chelmsford Pet April27 Ord April 27 Grocer May 1l2at1i Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st Agent High Court Pet April 24 Ord April 27 
Hurt, ARTHUR, Aberdare, Fishmonger Aberdare Pet | GRIFFITHS, SAMUEL NORTON, Cadoxton, Glam, Coal | Finy, JOHN WILIAAM, Bishopthorpe, York, Tailor York 
Aprilz9 Ord April 29 J Inspector May 1l2at3 117, St Mary st, Cardiff ! Pet April 28 Ord April 28 





THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 
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LICENSES INSURANCE. 


BPHCIALISTS IN ALL LICHNSING MATTEHBS. 
Upwards of 750 Appeals to Quarter Sessions have been conducted under the direction and supervisien ef the Corporation. 
Suitable Clauses for insertion in Leases or Mortgages of Licensed Property, Settled by Counsel, wiil be sent oa 


«pplication. 
“ POOLING INSURANCE. 
The Corporation aise insures risks in connection with FIRE, CONSEQUENTIAL LOSS, 
BURGLARY, WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION, FIDELITY CUARANTEE, THIRD PARTY, &es, under 
a perfeoted Profit-sharing system. 
KRPPhLY FORK PROSPECTUS. 
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Fistua, Tuomas, Hookering, Norfolk, Butcher Norwich 
Pet April 18 Ord April 2 

Fritz, WILLIAM WRaTR, Junction rd, Upper Holloway, 
Grocer HighCourt vet April 28 Ord April 28 

Goprrey, JouN, Tivida’e, Staffs, Coal Deakr Dudley 
Pet Mar3t Ord April 29 

HAypock, THOMAS, Preston 
Apr.iz 

HILL, BERTRAM GEORGE, Skipt »n, Yorks,Taxicab Proprietor 

fori Pet Aprii 27 Ord April 27 

Horwer, Mery, Heighington, Durham, Blacksmith 
Sto:ktonon Tees Pet April 28 (d april 28 

HOYES, JOHN ALEXANDER STRATTON, Swansea, Gent! ‘man 
Swausea Pet Aprill Ord April 27 

Hvursky, Groner, Thaxted, Essex, Journeyman Wheel- 
wright Chelmsford Pet April 27 Ord April 27 

Hort, AaTavur, Aberdare, Fishmonger Aberdare Pet 
April 29 Ord April 29 

Jonas, Joun, Lisnferres, nr Mold, Denbigh, Licensed 
Victualler Wrexhim Pet April 25 Ord April 25 

Kine, Henry, Fulkestone, Fishmonger Canterbury Pet 
April 25 Ord April 25 

LANCASTER, JuHN, and FREDERICK LANCASTER, Darlington, 
Siaters Stockton on Tees Pet Feb 6 Ord April 27 

LEONARD, FRANO(S, Blackburn, Grocer Blackburn Pet 
April 27 Ord Apr. 27 

Lockyer, ALBERT VICTOR, 
Mertoyr Tydfil Pet April 23 Ord April 23 

ODonoe@nuR, RiOHARD, Ton Pentre, Glam, Musician 
Pontypridd Pet April 28 Ord April 28 

Osporn, JOHN, Bourne, Lincs, Baker Peterborough Pet 
April 28 Ord April 29 

PEODER, EOWARD JAMES, 
Feb 14 Ord April 20 

POWSLL, ANNIE ELizapeTn, Wordsley, Staffs, 
Stourbridge Pet April 27 Ord April 27 

RAPHARL, Pekcy, Connaught :t, Hyde Park High Court 
Pet Feb 16 Ord April _s 

RILRY, CHARLES WILLIAM, Norw’c), Coal Merchant 
wich Pet Aprilz7 Ord April 27 

ROOKETT, HOUGHTON, Brighton, Cinematograph Theatre 
Propriet»r_ Brighton Pet Mari: Ord April v9 

ROTRERFORD, RAcrPu, Newbiggin by the Sea, Northumber- 
land, Draper Newcastie upon Tyne Pet April 27 
Ord April 27 

RUTHERFURD, WILLIAM, Bulterknowle, 
Durham Pet Apriivs Ord April 2s 

SNOWDEN, HORACE, Erith, Kent, tous: Agent 
Pet Aprii7 ord April 29 

SPENCE, WILLIAM NAYLor, Manchester, Office Manager 

hton Pet April i Ori April 24 

SPRINGTHORPE, CHARLES Oscar, Coleman 
Manufacturer's Agent High Court tet 
Ord April 28 

TAYLOR, JOHN, Stockport, Cheshire, Photographer S.ock- 
port Pet April 27 Ord April 27 

WALKER, WILLIAM, Red Livun court, 
in Electric Lamps High Court 
April 29 

Woopcock, DAVID, Framwellgate Moor, Durham, Heap 
Inspector Durham Pet April 27 Ord April 27 


Preston Pet April 29 Ord 


Merthyr Tydil, Butcher 


Lynmouth Barnstaple Pet 


Grocer 


Nor- 


Darham, Joiner 


Rochester 


Boot 


28 


st, 
April 


Dealer 
Ord 


Fleet st, 
Pet Mar 3 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, May 5. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


ALLpER, GrorGs, Lent, Burnham, Bucks, Journeyman 
Bricklayer Windsor Pet April 30 Ord April 30 
Bisnor, WALTER JAMES, Great Yarmouth, Carpenter 
Great Yarmouth Pet April 30 Ora Aprii 30 

CEMERY, JOHN BENJAMIN, Braunston, Northampton, Beer 
Retailer Northampton Pet May 2 Ord May 2 

CRADDOCK, GEORGE, Stanton Hill, Notts Nottingham 
Pet Mav 2 Ord May 2 

DICKSON, DoNALD (', Shepherd market, Mayfair, Butcher 
High Court Pet April8 Ord May 1 

EASTON, CLAUD, Barnes, Motor Engineer 

Mar2 Ord April 30 

EDWARD, RICHARD, Wellington, Salop, Baker Shrews- 
bury Pet Mayi Ord May! 

GAMON, JOHN HENRY, Halton, ar Runcorn, Chester War- 
rington Pet April 30 Ord April 30 

GatE, JOHN GULLINE, Oasett, Yorks, Caretaker Dewsbury 
Pet April 30 Ord April 3u 

GROOM, SAMUKL, Wolverhampton, Grocer Wolverhampton 
Pet May 2 Ord May 2 

HARRI£S, JAMES WILLIAM, Bargoed, Glam, Licensed 
Vietaalier Carmarthen Pet April 20 Ord May 2 


Wandsworth 


Haves, Hupert JosEPH WOODLAND, Gloucester, Corn 

= and Meal Salesman Gloucesver Pst May1 Ord 
ay 

Hopson, SypNey, High rd, Kilburn, Bookseller High 
Court Pet Mar 3i Ord May 1 

INGLETON, WILLIAM, Basinghall st High Court Pet 
Mar 24 Ord May i 

Isa‘c, ‘Jonas Geornor, Iden, Sussex, Farmer Hastings 
Pet May 2 Ord May 2 

LEATHER, Harry, Leeds Leeds Pet May 1 Ord 
May 

MARTIN, ALBERT RopERT, Orpinzton, Kent, Coal Mer- 
ehant Croydm Pet Mayl Ord Mayl 

MASHFORD, GEORGE FREDERICK, Cleethorpes, Builder 
Great Grimsby Pet April 20 Ord May 1 

Mc ARTHUR, JOHN, Bebington Village, Chester, Forward- 
ing Agent Birkenheai Pet May 1 Ord May | 

MorGAN, JOHN, Cve'penmaen, Pontypridd, Fruiterer 
Pontypridd Pet May2 Ord May 2 

Quiver, ArTuur James, Welford on Avon, Glos, Brick- 
layer Warwick [fet May2 Ord May 2 

RADFURD, ALFRED HENRY, N ttinghim, Grocer 
ham Pet Mayl Ord Miyl 

SHAW, Herpert W. Acre In, Brixton, Engineer 
Court Pet Mar 31 Ord April 30 

Snow, WILLIAM EDWARD, Belgrave, Leicester, Boot Manu- 
facturer Leicester Pet April25 Ord May 2 

STABLES, JOHN EDWARD, Sheffield, Taxicab Proprietor 
Sheffield Pet April3) Ord Aprii 30 

rurnyer, RopEeRT HENRY, Dewsbury, Confectioner Dews- 
bury Pet April 29 Ord April 29 

TWEED, FREDERICK GORDON, Gainsborough, 
High Court Pet Mar 30 Ord April 30 

WATERFIELD, JOSEPH, Oidby, Leicester, Ketired Publican 
Leicester Pet April20 Ord April 30 

Woop, CHARLES HENRY, Sheffield, 
Sieffield Pet May 1 Ord May 1 

WYATT, FREDERICK WILLIAM, St Albans, Herts, Estate 
Agent St Albans Pet April 30 Ori April 30 


Notting- 
High 


Solicitor 


Cab Proprietor 


Amended Notice substitute! for that publis‘ied in the 
London Gaze*ts of April 28. 
WILFRED ALEXANDER, Huddersfie'd, Wire 
Huddersfield Pet April2t Ord April 24 


HUGHRs, 
Drawer 


FIRST MEETINGS, 


ALDRIDGR, WILUIA¥, Blewbury, Berks, Coal Merchant 
May 14 at 11.30 1,S8t Aldate’s, Oxford 

ALLDER, Groree, Burnham, Backs, Journeyman Brick- 
layer May l3 at 11.30 14, Kedford row 

ASTON, WILLIAM KH: RTIE, Lye, Worcest shire, 
May li-at12 Off Ree, 1, Priory st, Dadley 

BALY, JouHs LAWSON YROMAN, Manchester, Salesman 
May 13 at 3.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

BARBER, ALBERT EDWARD, Chigwell row, Essex, Baker 
May 12 at 11.30 14, Bedford row 

BopES, ALBERT HENRY, Ludlow, Salop, Hardware Mer- 
chant May 13 at 12.30 2, Offa st, Hereford 

DicKsoN, DONALD C, Shepherd market, Mayfair, Butcher 
May 15 at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

EASTON, CLAUD, Barnes, Motor Engineer May 12 at 11,30 
132, York rd, Westminster Bridge rd 

EDWARDS, RICHARD, gWe'lington, Salop, Baker May 16 
at 11.30 Off Rec, 22, Swan nill, Shrewsbury 

FisHer, THOMAS, Hockering, Norfolk, Butcher May 13 
at 1230 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Goprrey, JOHN, Tividale, Staffs,Coal Dealer May 12 at 12 
Off Rec, 1, Priory st, Dudley 

GROOM, SAMUEL, Wolverhampton, Grocer May 15 at 13 
Off Rec, 30, Lichfleld st, Wolverhampton 

HARRIES, JAMES WILLIAM, Bargoed, Glam, Licensed 
Victualler May 12 at 10.30 Off Rec, 4, Queen st, 
Carmarthen 

HAYDOCK, THOMAS, Preston May 13at11 Off Rec, 13, 
Winckley st, Preston 

HUDSON, SYDNEY, High rd, Kilburn, Booksellor May 14 
at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st ; 

Hurt, ARTHUR, Aberdare, Fishmonger May 14 at 11.30 
Orf Rec, St Catherine’s chmbrs, St Catherine st, 
Pontypridd 

INGLETON, WILLIAM, Basinghall st May 14 at 11 Bank- 
ruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

LAKE, GEORGE, Outwell, Norfolk, Pig Dealer May 22 at 
11,30 Court House, King’s Lyon 

LEATHER, HARRY, Leeds May 14 atll Off Rec, 24, Bond 
st, Leeds 

LEWIS, CHARLE3 DAvip, Tredegar, Solicitor May 13 at 
il Off Rec, 144, Commercial] st, Newport, Mon 


Builder 





(Central 
The ADDITIONAL CURATES 8S 


to its Diocesan Finance. In this way, 
~~ poor districts of South London 

olliery regions of South Wales, and to 
Staffordshire Potteries. 





HOME MISSIONS 


the slums and poorer suburbs of large cities, and for minio 
towns; in doing so it actsas a CENTRAL AGENC 
to those parts of the country where pressure is greatest. 
of very real importance at the present moment. 
given part to send help to those needy places which are beyond the border of the 
jocese in which they live, and therefore cannot be helped by their contribution 


A.C.8. Office: 14,GREAT SMITH STREET, LONDON, 5.W 


Finance). 


OCIETY provides assistant Clergy for 
and other industrial 
for conveying help 
The Society’s work is 
It enables Churchpeople in any 


the A.C.S. is giving great help to the 
and “London over the Border,” to the 
parishes in the Black Country and the 











LockrER, ALBERT VICTOR,|Merthyr Tsdfil, Butcher May 
¥ es Off Rec, County Court, Town Hall, Merthyr 


y 

MARCHANT, NATHAN, Mansfield, Notts, Tailor May 12 
at ll Off Rec, 4, Ca-tle pl, Park st, Nottingham 

Morris, Joun, Cavendish rd, Balham May 12 at ll 
132, York rd, Westminster Bridge rd 

POWELL, ANNIE EvizaneTu, Wordsley, Staffs May 12 at 
12.3) Off Rez, 1, Priory st, Duley 

RILey, CHARLES WILLIAM, Norwich,Coal Merchant May 
13 atl Off Rec, 8, King et, Norwich 

Rosser, WILLIAM, Neath, Bookseller May 13 at 12 Off 
Rec, Governm: nt bldgs, St Mary's st Swansea 

SHAW, HERBERT W, Acre In, Brixton, Engineer May 14 at 
12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Garey st 

TAYLOR, JOHN, Stockport, Cneshire, Photographer May 
13 at 11 Off Rec, Castle chmbrs, 6, Vernon st, Stock- 


port 

TIPPING, JOHN ANDREW, Ashton under Lyne, Draper May 
14 at 3. Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

TURNER, RoBERT HENRY, Dewsbury, Yorks May 13 at 
11 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Curporation st, Dewsbury 

TWEED, FREDERICK GORDON, Gainsborough, Solicitor 
May 14ati1l Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

WATERFIELD, JoskPH, Oadby, Leicester May 12 at 3 
Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

WILsoy, HARRY, Manchester, Shirt Manufacturer May 13 
at3 Off Kec, Byrom st, Manchester 

WYATT, FREDERICK WILLIAM, St Albans, Hertford, Estate 
Agent May 13at11 14, Bedford row 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Aaron, Lewis, Broadway, Westminster, 
High Court Pet Mar 2s Ord April 30 

ALLDER, GeorGR, Burnham, Bucks, Journeyman Brick- 
layer Windsor Pet April 30 Ord April 30 

BisHop, WALTER JAMES, Great Yarmouth, Carpenter 
Great Yarmouth Pet April 30 Ord April 3u 

CEMERY, JOHN SENJAMIN, Braunston, Northampton, 
Beer Retailer Northampton Pet May 2 Ord 


May 2 
Coxon, JAMES, Newcastle u Tyne, Laundry Pro- 
Pet April 27 Ord 


prieto: Newcastle upon Tyne 
May 2 

CRADDOCK, GRORGE, Stanton Hill, Notts Nottingham 
Pet May2 Ora Mayz 

DE Rossi, Lurat, Strand High Coart Pet Feb 25 Ord 
April 30 

EDWARDS, RICHARD, Wellington, Salop, Baker 
bury Pet May1 Ord May 1 A 

FRARNLEY, SAMUKL, Mirfield, Yorks, Carpet Spinner 
Dewsbury Pet April2 Ord May 2 

GaMoN, JoHN HENRY, Halton, nr Runcorn, Chester 
Warriagton Pet april30 Ord April 30 

Gate, JOHN GULLINE, Ossett, Yurks, Soap and Oil 
Merchant Dewsbury Pet April30 Ord April 30 

GRooM, SAMUEL, Wolverhampton, Grocer Wolveriiamp- 
ton Pet May2 Ord May 2 

HAYES, HUBERT JOSEPH WOODLAND, Gloucester, Corn 
Offal and Meal Salesman Gloucester Pet May1 Ord 


Tobacconist 


Shrews- 


May 1 

ISAAC, JONAS GEORGE, Iden, Sussex, (Farmer Hastings 
Pet May 2 Ord May 2 

KINGSMAN, THOMAS LEIGH, Dulwich, Builder High Court 
Pet Feb 9 Ord April 29 

LEATHER, Harry, Leed-, Leeds Pet May 1 Ord May 1 

MARTIN, ALBERT KOB=8T, —— Kent, Coal Merchant 
Croydon Pet May1 Oru yl 

MASHFORD, GEORGE FREDERICK, Cleethorpes, Builder 
Great Grimsby Pet April20 Ord May 2 

MCARTHOUR, JouN, Bebington Village, Chester, Forward- 
ing Agent Birkenhead Pet May1 Ord May 1 s 

MORGAN, — | a Fruiterer Pontypridd Pet 


May 2 ay 2 
PoWELL, ELIZABETH ANNIE, Pinner, Middix St Albans 
1 


Pet Mar24 Oru May 

POWERS-PoTTs, TEMPLIN MORRIS, Teddington, Middlx 
High Court Pet Mar 18 Ord May 1 

Quinuy, ARTHUR JAMES, Welford on Avon, Glos, Brick+ 
layer Warwick Pet May2 Ord May 2 

RADFORD, ALFRED HENRY, Nottingham,Grocer Notting- 
ham Pet Mayl Ord May 1 as 

Smmrson, JOHN, Russell sq, Patentee High Court Pet 
Mari2 Ord April 30 

Snow, WILLIAM EpwarpD, Aylestone, Leicester Boot 
Mauufacturer L-icester Pet April 25 Urd May 2 

STABLES, JOHN Epwanp, Sheffield, Taxicad Proprieto™ 
Sheffield Pet April 30 Ord April 3u 

TvursEK, ROBERT HesRy, Dewsbury, Yorks, Confectioner 
Dewsbury Pet April 29 Ord April 29 

WATERFIELD, JOSEPH, Uadby, Leicester Leicester Pet 
Apri: 20 Ord say 2 

WesTeR, CARL Victor Louis, Cracechurch st, Merchant 
High Court Pet Mar16 Ord April 30 

WILLIAMS, RICHARD PRescE, Nicholas lu High Court 
Pet Jan 15 Ord April 30 

Woop, CHARLES HENRY, Sheffield, Cab Proprietor Sheffield 
Pet May 1 Ord May 1 

WRATISLAW, THEODORE WILLIAM GRAF, Somerset Houser 
High Court Pet Feb 18 Ord April 29 

WYATT, FREDERICK WILLIAM, St Albans, Herts, Estate 
Agent St Albans Pet April 30 Ord April 3) 


Amended Notice substituted for that published iv the 
London Gazette of April 28: 


HvuGues, WILFRED ALEXANDER, Huddersfield, Wire 
Drawer Huddersficld Pet April 24 Ord April 24 


ORDER ANNULLING, REVOKING, OR RESCINDING 
URDER. 


BASU, PHANINDRA Natu, South Ealing, Middix, Law 
Student Brentford Rec Ord Nov 5 Annu, Rev, or 
Res April 21 











